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A Comparison of Strain, Social Learning, Control, and Trauma Theories of Crime 
by  
Nicole M. Trauffer, M.A. 
Advisor: Cathy Spatz Widom, Ph.D. 
The field of criminology has been dominated by Strain, Control and Social Learning 
Theories, among others. More recently, research and theory has focused on the role of trauma as 
a predictor of criminal behavior, especially for women. However, little research has empirically 
compared these theories to one another. The current study examined these four major theories to 
determine which best explains non-violent and violent criminal behaviors. Race and sex 
differences were examined. The data is from a large prospective cohort design study of 
individuals with documented histories of physical and sexual abuse and neglect and a control 
group of children matched on the basis of age, sex, race, and approximate family social class 
who were followed up into adulthood. Information from two interviews (mean age 29 and 39) is 
organized into theoretical blocks based on the extent to which they are implicated in the four 
theoretical models. Violent and non-violent crime data are based on official arrest data.  Multiple 
regressions were run to determine the amount of variance in criminal behavior explained by each 
theoretical model. General Strain Theory best predicted arrest for both crime in general and 
violence more specifically. There were differences by sex and race for which specific factors 
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For decades, three theories have dominated criminology: General Strain, Self-Control, 
and Social Learning Theories (Cullen, Wright, & Blevins, 2006). There has also more recently 
been research focused on the role of trauma generally, and childhood maltreatment (Hubbard & 
Pratt, 2002) in particular, as a predictor of criminal behavior, especially for women (Herrera & 
McCloskey, 2003; Kruttschnitt, 2016; Siegel & Williams, 2003). Despite the large literature on 
these theories, little research has compared them to one another (Rebellon, Wiesen-Martin, 
Piquero, Piquero, & Tibbetts, 2015) or worked to integrate the existing theories to explain the 
paths to criminal behavior for women compared to men and Blacks compared to Whites. The 
aim of the current study is to test these major criminological theories to determine which theory 
best explains crime in general as well as violent crime, more specifically, using a database with 
individuals at high risk for offending and documented histories of child abuse and neglect.  As 
research has consistently indicated individuals with a history of childhood maltreatment are at 
increased risk for crime (e.g. Fitton, Yu, & Fazel, 2018; Widom, 2017), this sample is ideal for 
testing different criminal theories.  
The vast majority of research on crime has focused on males (Sharp & Hefley, 2007). 
Previous review articles that have examined the state of the literature have pointed to the need to 
focus on the experiences of women and the need to evaluate the applicability of general theories 
of crime to women’s experiences (Kruttschnitt, 2013; Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996). While some 
feminist theorists believe that theories must be made specific to women’s experience, others 
argue that risk factors for crime may be gender invariant (Kruttschnitt, 2013). Each of the 
theories reviewed here has outlined broad differences for men and women.   
Additionally, despite the disproportionate arrest rates for Black Americans, relatively few 
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of the main criminological theories have been extended to explain race differences in crime 
(Piquero & Sealock, 2010). Indeed, research consistently indicates Black Americans are 
overrepresented in the criminal justice system (Barnes, Jorgensen, Beaver, Boutwell, & Wright, 
2015; Brame, Bushway, Paternoster, & Turner, 2014; Piquero & Sealock, 2010; Stevens & 
Morash, 2015). While Blacks make up approximately 13% of the United States population 
(United States Census Bureau, 2017), they account for nearly 27% of the total arrests (Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, 2016). This paper reviews the extent to which these theories have 
addressed race differences in arrest and criminal behaviors.  
Background 
General Strain Theory 
General Strain Theory refers to the assumption that strains, such as perceived failure to 
achieve personal goals (e.g. job loss, lack of educational attainment), loss of positive stimuli (e.g. 
death of a loved one), and/or the presence of negative stimuli (e.g. childhood maltreatment) lead 
to negative emotions, particularly anger, which individuals may attempt to cope with through 
criminal behavior (Agnew, 1992; 2001). Agnew (1992) argued individuals engage in criminal 
behaviors to achieve goals, escape negative circumstances, and/or manage negative emotions, 
such as by using alcohol and illegal substances. He further suggested that strain and negative 
affect can be coped with in prosocial ways, through cognitive, emotional, or behavioral 
processes, which serve as protective factors for criminal behavior. According to this theory, 
certain types of strain are likely more conducive to criminal behavior than others.  
Specifically, Agnew (2001; 2015) suggested that strains are more likely to lead to crime 
when they are perceived as unjust, seem high in magnitude, are associated with little control, and 
incentivize criminal behavior for coping. Perceptions of strains may differ across groups, 
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cultures, and circumstances, meaning that what may be viewed as a strain by one person, may 
not be by another (Agnew, 2006; 2015). Some strains suggested to be particularly conducive to 
crime include parental rejection, harsh punishment, childhood abuse and neglect, chronic 
unemployment, criminal victimization, residence in impoverished communities, relational or 
financial problems, discrimination, and homelessness (Agnew, 2015).  
Research has consistently implicated strain in deviant or criminal behaviors (Mazerolle, 
Burton, Cullen, Evans & Payne, 2000; Slocum, Simpson, & Smith, 2005; Steffensmeier & 
Haynie, 2000). In neighborhoods marked by strain (e.g., female headed households, 
unemployment, poverty, violence), there is a greater prevalence of crime (Chauhan & Reppucci, 
2009; Steffensmeier & Haynie, 2000). Strain, such as lack of privileges, parental hostility, and 
negative family environments, have been associated with self-reported aggression among 
adolescents (Mazerolle, Burton, Cullen, Evans, & Payne, 2000).  
Strain also has been associated with increased prevalence of violent crimes (e.g. 
Sigfusdottir, Kristjansson, & Agnew, 2012; Warner & Fowler, 2003). In a survey of high school 
students, adolescents with more strains were significantly more likely to report committing acts 
of violence (Mazerolle et al., 2000). Additionally, a study using prospective longitudinal data 
from the Rural Substance Abuse and Violence found that adolescents who experienced strain in 
the form of violent victimization were significantly more likely to subsequently engage in violent 
offenses, compared to non-violent offenses (Ousey, Wilcox, & Schreck, 2015). Using data from 
the National Youth Survey, Ostrowsky and Messner (2005) found that adults (mean age 29) who 
experienced difficulty achieving goals, victimization, or “life hassles” were significantly more 
likely to engage in violence than individuals who did not experience these strains. 
General Strain Theory and Sex 
4 
 
Males and females consistently report similar levels of strain (Broidy, 2001); however, 
the types of strains they experience may be different. For example, girls report sexual assault, 
loss of close others, and fear of victimization more frequently than boys, who report witnessing 
more serious violence (Francis, 2014). Physical punishment and parental rejection significantly 
predicted delinquency across a sample of male and female high school students (Hay, 2003), and 
males were significantly more likely to report experiencing physical punishment than were 
females. Eitle (2002) found that experiences of perceived gender-based discrimination (e.g. 
being fired for a job, passed up for a promotion, discouraged by a mentor from pursuing a career, 
or targeted by the police because of one’s gender) was correlated with criminal behaviors in 
women. Women also have different gender role expectations than do males, leading to different 
assumed responsibilities. Female offenders are more likely to have dependents when compared 
with their male counterparts, which may represent a strain unique to females (Steffensmeier & 
Allan, 1996). Additionally, women experience significantly more health, relational, and 
housework strain while men reported experiencing significantly more financial strain; women 
and men report comparable job strain (Jang, 2007).  
Much of the research on general strain theory and gender focuses on the differences in 
emotional reactions to strain. In multiple studies, while levels of reported anger were similar 
across genders, women reported experiencing significantly more concurrent feeling of anger and 
depression, than their male counterparts (De Coster & Zito, 2010; Jennings, Piquero, Gover & 
Perez, 2009; Piquero & Sealock, 2004; Sharp, Brewster, & Love, 2005). Studies have also found 
that while anger in response to strain is common across genders, women are significantly more 
likely to experience other negative emotions (e.g. loneliness, disappointment, guilt, etc.; Broidy, 
2001). Some research suggests that depression and anxiety are associated with a decrease in the 
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likelihood of aggressive behavior in females (Francis, 2014). 
While much of the research has focused on the role of depression, shame and guilt have 
been cited as a suppressor of criminal behaviors in women, but not men. Rebellon and colleagues 
(2015) examined the role of anticipated shame in delinquent behaviors in a sample of 439 
undergraduate students (272 female). Participants read a vignette in which a student steals money 
after either getting a promotion or being denied a promised promotion because it was given to 
the boss’ son or there was not enough money for the store to afford it. Women were significantly 
less likely to report that they would steal if they were in the same situation and more certain they 
would be caught and would be even more ashamed. Similarly, female high school students were 
significantly more likely to report feelings of guilt in reaction to strain, which Hay (2003) 
suggested may serve as a protective factor against criminal behavior.  
People view behavioral expressions of anger as more appropriate for males than females 
(e.g. Shields, 2002), and, thus, boys and girls are socialized to behave differently in response to 
their emotions (Chaplin, Cole, & Zahn-Wexler, 2005; Garside & Klimes-Dougan, 2002). 
Traditionally, males are generally socialized to exhibit externalizing behaviors while females 
exhibit internalizing behaviors (Chaplin, Cole, & Zahn-Wexler, 2005). While boys and girls 
report similar levels of running away or substance use as coping strategies, boys report more 
aggressive behaviors and girls report more suicidal behaviors in response to strain (Francis, 
2014).   
Despite the higher rates of violence among males compared to females, there is research 
suggesting strains increase the risk for violent coping among women. Negative life events, 
including problems with money, drug use, low state financial support, and a history of 
victimization were associated with violent crime among incarcerated women (Slocum, Simpson, 
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& Smith, 2005).  Other studies have not found a relationship between strain and violence in 
females. In a study of 150 adolescents on probation, strain was strongly associated with 
interpersonal aggression and property offending for males, but not females (Piquero & Sealock, 
2004). Of note, in Piquero and Sealock (2004), only about one quarter of the individuals were 
female (N=37), thus there may not have been enough statistical power to find significance. 
Overall, despite the fact that men and women experience a similar amount of strain, 
research thus far suggests that men are more likely to commit crime (Steffensmeier, Schwartz, & 
Roche 2013; Zimmerman & Messner, 2010) and that males and females differ in their emotional 
responses to strain (Broidy, 2001; Rebellon et al., 2015). Additionally, the types of strains 
experienced seem to vary by gender (Eitle, 2002; Francis, 2014; Hay, 2003). However, many of 
the studies that include males and females have fewer female participants, and, thus, it is possible 
that there is not enough statistical power to see differences or convergences (Piquero & Sealock, 
2004). Much of the research is focused on adolescence, not adults.  Because some research 
indicates that women begin committing crimes later in life (Andersson, Levander, Svensson, & 
TorstenssonLevander, 2012; Sivertsson, 2018), it is possible that some of the studies may not be 
capturing criminal behaviors at an appropriate time to see the ways in which men and women 
behave differently in response to strain. The measures for different types of coping are limited, 
and do not give enough opportunity for individuals to report other strains they might have 
experienced, but not included on the measure. Finally, the majority of the research on strain 
theory is cross-sectional, and, thus, the temporal sequence of behaviors and strains is difficult to 
determine. 
General Strain Theory and Race 
Of the criminological theories, General Strain Theory has most specifically addressed the 
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role of race.  Agnew (2006) hypothesized that Blacks experience more strains that are conducive 
to criminal behavior, such as poverty, deficient schooling, and discrimination, and, thus, they are 
at a higher risk for engaging in crime. Others have suggested that the increased experience of 
strains among Blacks is due to factors such as historical marginalization and housing 
discrimination (Massey & Denton, 1993; Peck, 2013), and these strains related to one’s race (i.e. 
discrimination) are thought to lead to negative emotions and criminal coping.  
Studies of General Strain Theory have found that strains predict delinquency (Peck, 
2013) and crime (Piquero & Sealock, 2010) across race; however, Blacks and Whites may 
experience different strains and cope with these strains differently. For non-Whites, greater self-
reported strain, such as unhappiness in one’s neighborhood and poor connection in school, 
increased the likelihood of engagement in non-serious delinquency (Peck, 2013). Additionally, 
for Blacks, racial discrimination (Burt & Simons, 2015; Burt, Simons, & Gibbons, 2012), recent 
familial suicide, and mother’s receipt of welfare (Peck, 2013), increased engagement in more 
serious crime, while Whites reported different risk factors, including feeling unsafe and lack of 
educational achievement. Criminal victimization has also been associated with both non-serious 
and serious delinquency across both Blacks and Whites (Peck, 2013); however, Blacks are more 
likely to be victims of crime than are Whites (Kaufman et al., 2008). 
Self-Control Theory 
There have been a number of different proposed control theories, including theories of 
self-control and social control (e.g. Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Groff, 2015; Hirschi, 2004). 
This paper will discuss both self-control theory and social control theory as well as the more 
recent integration of the two. Self-control theory assumes that people act in their own self-
interest and that crime and analogous behaviors (e.g. excessive alcohol consumption) provide a 
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route to instant gratification (Gottfredson, 2006). Thus, self-control theory focuses on what 
prevents people from engaging in criminal and analogous behaviors rather than on what leads 
people to commit crime (Booth, Farrell, & Varano, 2008). The theory suggests that individuals 
engage rationally, weighing the potential for pain and pleasure in any given act, with people 
being prone to choose that which is pleasurable (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Individuals with 
poor self-control are described as impulsive, insensitive, and risk-taking (Greene & Gabbidon, 
2009) and are more likely to choose behaviors which result in immediate pleasure. Self-control is 
also noted to play a role in non-criminal impulsive or risk-taking behaviors, which may also 
increase the risk for future engagement in crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Turanovic & 
Pratt, 2013). 
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) believed that individuals who committed crime lacked 
self-control, due to a lack of positive parental involvement in shaping their behaviors. They 
argued that parents shape their children’s behavior through monitoring, noticing negative 
behaviors, and disciplining appropriately. This type of monitoring and discipline is noted to be of 
particular importance prior to age eight (Greene & Gabbidon, 2009). A systematic review of the 
literature on self-control suggests that other factors, such as family structure, religious 
involvement, education, and biology also play a role in shaping one's capacity for self-control 
(Buker, 2011). A variety of control theories have developed over the years (Gottfredson, 2006), 
with self-control theories focused on one’s own attitudes (Pratt & Cullen, 2000) and social 
control or social bonds theories focused on one’s attachment to one’s environment and 
engagement in non-criminal community activities (Hirschi, 1969; 2017). More recent self-
control theories have worked to integrate factors from both (Hirschi, 2004). 
Self-control theory has been the subject of much research and has found support in 
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diverse populations. Research on self-control has found it to be related to a number of 
problematic behaviors, such as alcohol abuse (e.g. Baker, 2010; Gibson, Schreck, & Miller, 
2004), risky sexual behavior (e.g. Hope & Chapple, 2004; Simons, Sutton, Simons, Gibbons, & 
Murry, 2016), and gambling (Cheung, 2014). It has also been shown to be related not just to 
crime in general, but also violence specifically (e.g. Chapple, Tyler, & Bersani, 2005; Piquero, 
MacDonald, Dobrin, Daigle, & Cullen, 2005). Additionally, self-control theory has been shown 
to be related to crime and analogous behaviors both in juveniles (e.g. DeLisi & Vaughn, 2008; 
Hay, 2001; Li, 2004) and adults (e.g Morris, Gerber, & Menard, 2011). Self-control has also 
been shown to be related to crime and analogous behaviors across multiple different cultural 
groups (e.g. Lu, Yu, Ren, & Marshall, 2013; Vera & Moon, 2013). 
Pratt and Cullen (2000) conducted a meta-analysis of 21 empirical studies of self-control 
theory, compiling data from 49,727 adult and adolescent participants from community and 
criminal justice-involved samples. Effect size estimates were based on a standardized correlation 
coefficient (r) which was then converted to a z-score. In these studies, self-control was measured 
based on either attitudes (e.g. Grasmick et al., 1993) or behaviors. The dependent measure was 
either criminal or “analogous” behaviors (substance use, gambling). Individuals who scored 
lower on self-control measures were more likely to engage in both criminal and analogous 
behaviors, even across sample types. Effect sizes varied by gender, with women having larger 
effect sizes than their male counterparts, suggesting that self-control had a larger effect on 
female criminal and analogous behaviors than for males. Because too few studies included in this 
meta-analysis reported effect sizes for Blacks and Whites separately, effect sizes could not be 
calculated by race and were not reported by the authors. The authors did examine differences 
between samples that were “racially integrated” versus those which only included White 
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participants; no significant differences were seen in effect size between samples with these 
characteristics.  
Vazsonyi, Mikuska, and Kelley (2016) performed a meta-analysis on the relationship 
between self-control, impulsivity, self-discipline or self-regulation and deviance (including 
physical violence, substance use, crime, and academic dishonesty), which included 99 cross-
sectional and longitudinal studies published after Pratt and Cullen’s (2000) work. Lack of self-
control was significantly associated to general deviance, physical violence, and crime. When 
examining moderators, the effect of self-control was weaker in cross-national studies and studies 
of males; however, the effect was stronger in studies with younger samples. Of note, longitudinal 
studies tended to have younger samples (M age = 21.8 in cross-sectional, and M age = 15.12 in 
longitudinal) than did cross-sectional; thus, measurement may also have played some role in this 
difference. The authors reported that only half of the studies included in the meta-analysis 
reported participants’ race, thus, the analysis was not run to examine the effect of social control 
for Blacks as compared to Whites. These results support the findings of Pratt and Cullen (2000) 
that self-control plays a larger role for females than males in preventing crime and further 
suggest that self-control plays a larger role in samples from the United States than other 
countries, and in the behaviors of adolescents, rather than adults. 
Despite Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) assertion that self-control is the sole predictor 
of crime, both meta-analyses found that self-control could not account for the majority of the 
variance in deviant and criminal behaviors (Pratt & Cullen, 2000; Vazsonyi, Mikuska, & Kelley, 
2016).  Thus, social control theorists argue that contextual factors must be considered. Social 
control theory highlights the effect of one’s neighborhood, community, and family on behavior 
(Groff, 2015), and asserts that when one has weak social controls, criminal behavior is likely to 
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increase (Pratt & Cullen, 2005). Pratt and Cullen (2005) performed a meta-analysis in which they 
found that factors indicating social disorganization (e.g. family disruption, unsupervised local 
peer groups, and collective efficacy) were strongly related to crime. Another meta-analysis of 50 
studies examining the effects of families on delinquency found that coming from a “broken 
home” (i.e. separated parents, absentee parents) was significantly related to status offenses, theft, 
drug use, and violence, though effect sizes were relatively small (Wells & Rankin, 1991). 
Religion has been proposed as a form of social control, as “religion produces conformity to 
norms” (Adamczyk, Freilich, & Kim, 2017, p. 193), and one meta-analysis found that religious 
individuals were significantly less likely to engage in crime than their non-religious counterparts 
(Baier & Wright, 2001).  
Relatedly, Laub and Sampson (1993) argued that there are multiple “turning points” in 
one’s life that can lead someone away from criminal behavior, due to increased responsibility 
and informal social control. Two proposed turning points are marriage and employment 
(Sampson & Laub, 1995). Some research has indicated that men are less likely to commit crimes 
during times in which they are married than when unmarried (e.g. single, separated etc.; 
Sampson, Laub, & Wimer, 2006).  And other research shows a stronger relationship between 
marriage and criminal behaviors among males than in females (Bersani, Laub, & Nieuwbeerta, 
2009; King, Massoglia, & Macmillan, 2007).  
Hirschi (2004) worked to integrate self-control and social control models by developing a 
“re-defined self-control” model, in which he stated self-control and social control were one in the 
same. He asserted that self-control involved considering one’s short and long-term goals before 
deciding to act. When making these considerations, one’s social connections may play a large 
role in dissuading one from engaging in selfish behaviors (Bouffard & Rice, 2011). For example, 
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if an individual is trying to decide whether to engage in a behavior which would be self-
gratifying in the short-term (such as illicit drug use), if they have close relationships with other 
people who disapprove of such behaviors, this would act as a negative possible consequence in 
their decision-making process. At the same time, having good self-control may increase the 
likelihood of someone having other social bonds. For example, individuals who better consider 
their short- and long-term goals are more likely to be able to maintain relationships and 
employment. This reconceptualization suggests that self-control is not simply a fixed trait but a 
dynamic process which is impacted by social bonds (Piquero & Bouffard, 2007). Recent studies 
have examined Hirschi’s (2004) integrated self-control theory and found some evidence for it as 
a predictor of criminal behaviors (Bouffard & Rice, 2011; Mathna, 2017; Morris, Gerber, 
Menard, 2011). One study even demonstrated that the revised theory accounts for more variance 
in criminal behaviors (i.e. drunk driving and sexual coercion) than previous self-control theories 
(Piquero & Bouffard, 2007). Further research is needed to fully support this revised theory. 
Self-control Theory and Sex  
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) asserted that their theory accounted for all individuals 
regardless of sex. They argued that the well documented gender gaps in rates of offending were 
due to differences in control, and that once self-control was accounted for in a model, all 
differences by demographics would disappear. However, researchers have found that controlling 
for self-control characteristics does not completely account for gender differences in criminal 
behaviors (Koon-Magnin, Bowers, Langhinrichsen-Rohling & Arata, 2016; LaGrange & 
Silverman, 1999). Some theorists have suggested that strategies used by those in authority to 
control youth behavior vary between genders (Hagan, Hewitt, & Alwin, 1979) and may provide 
males with more opportunity to engage in crime (Burton, Cullen, Evans, Alarid, & Dunaway, 
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1998). Additionally, some researchers have suggested that caregivers worry about the safety of 
girls as potential victims of crime, and thus engage in more monitoring than they would for boys 
(Tittle, Ward, and Grasmick, 2003). 
Research has consistently found that males report lower levels of self-control than 
females (Chapple, Vaske, & Hope, 2010; Koon-Magnin et al., 2016; Perrone, Sullivan, Pratt, & 
Margaryan, 2004), which may at least partially explain the gender gap in offending. Gender 
differences have been found in the extent to which attachment to and involvement in the 
community are protective from engaging in delinquency. In a cross-sectional survey study of 
attachment to community and delinquent behaviors in high school students, while parental 
attachment and community, school, and church involvement were all protective factors for boys, 
only participation in sports was associated with a lower risk for delinquent behaviors in girls 
(Booth, Farrell, & Varano, 2008). Research appears to indicate that self-control explains a larger 
percentage of the variance in criminal behavior for males than females (Vazsonyi & Crosswhite, 
2004); however, girls with low self-control are significantly more likely to report engaging in 
violent delinquency than girls with high self-control (Koon-Magnin, Bowers, Langhinrichsen-
Rohling & Arata, 2015). 
Self-control Theory and Race 
 As noted above, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) asserted that self-control theory applies 
equally to individuals regardless of individual factors, including race, and suggested that 
differences in parenting practice across races may account for differences in both self-control 
and arrest rates. The theory proposes that individuals from historically marginalized groups are 
more likely to experience neighborhood disadvantage and crime, leading to decreased ability for 
parents to monitor their children effectively (Wolfe, 2015). The majority of research on self-
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control theory has used race as a control measure but has not empirically tested the role of race in 
the relationship between self-control and delinquency/crime (Higgins & Ricketts, 2005).   
Using self-report surveys from the National Evaluation of the Gang Resistance Education 
and Training (G.R.E.A.T) study, Higgins and Ricketts (2005) found that while low self-control 
measures were significantly related to self-reported delinquency in White middle schoolers, it 
did not have an effect on delinquency for Black students. Other research has suggested that low 
self-control has similar effects on adolescents across race (Vazsonyi & Crosswhite, 2004). Wolfe 
(2015) examined the impact of race on the relationship between self-control and crime in older 
adults and found no race differences in levels of self-control or the extent to which self-control 
predicted crime.  
Social Learning Theory 
 Burgess and Akers (1966) developed social learning theory (then called differential 
association-reinforcement theory) as an extension of Sutherland’s (1947) sociological differential 
association theory, which posited that people learn behaviors that are modeled by individuals 
with whom they are associated. Burgess and Akers (1966) extended this theory to include more 
behavioral learning models, highlighting the importance of reinforcement of behaviors. This 
theory proposes that people can learn criminal behaviors from a variety of significant others in 
their lives, including parents, peers, and partners through multiple learning processes (Akers & 
Jennings, 2009). One’s family is the initial model of behavior, and as individuals reach 
adolescence, they are more likely to learn behaviors from peers (Akers, 1998). Akers (1998) 
argued that people learn criminal behaviors through observational (witnessing behavior) and 
instrumental (behavior in the individual that is reinforced or punished) learning processes. When 
someone witnesses criminal behaviors and sees it rewarded or experiences the reward of criminal 
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behavior, they are more likely to engage in those behaviors in the future.  
Akers’ (Burgess & Akers, 1966; Akers & Jennings, 2009) social learning theory has four 
main components: differential association, differential reinforcement, definitions, and imitation. 
Differential association refers to the individuals with whom one associates and identifies. 
Differential reinforcement is the extent to which certain behaviors are punished or rewarded; if a 
behavior is rewarded more than it punished, it is likely to be repeated. Definitions are the 
attitudes or value judgments placed on different behaviors, either conforming or deviant, which 
are learned through interactions with others. Imitation occurs when individuals engage in 
behavior that they observed modeled for them (Akers & Jennings, 2009; Hwang & Akers, 2006).  
Pratt and colleagues (2010) conducted a review of empirical studies to examine the 
validity of social learning or differential association theory and found 133 articles published 
between 1974 and 2003 including over 118,000 participants. They examined each of the four 
different processes hypothesized to play a role in social learning. Studies in their sample varied 
based on age, gender, race, and location of the study (school or general population). Overall, 
Pratt and colleagues found strong support for differential association theory and definitions; 
however, they found only modest support for the roles of differential reinforcement and 
modeling/imitation in criminal behavior. Gender was a significant factor in the effects of peers’ 
attitudes (differential association) and rewards minus cost (differential reinforcement), such that 
studies of male-only or female-only samples found differences in criminal behavior based on 
those factors, but studies with a mixed-gender sample found no differences. 
The earliest models of social learning come from one’s parents. Bandura (1978) posited 
that aggressive behaviors, specifically, are socially learned either directly, as in childhood 
physical or sexual abuse, or indirectly through witnessing violent behaviors (Bandura, 1973). 
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Consistent with Bandura’s (1978) theory, childhood experiences of witnessing violence and 
victimization have been associated across multiple studies with later antisocial behaviors in 
adolescence and adulthood (Bacchini, Miranda, & Affuso, 2010; Black, Sussman, & Unger, 
2011; Eitle & Turner, 2002).  Children, however, learn not only aggressive behaviors from 
parents, but may also internalize their beliefs about criminal behavior. Pratt and colleagues 
(2010) found that children with parents with criminal behaviors or attitudes were significantly 
more likely to engage in deviance themselves. Another meta-analytic review of the literature 
indicated that children with incarcerated parents are at an increased risk for antisocial behavior 
and drug use (Murray, Farrington, & Sekol, 2012).  
Peers also provide a later model for learning, and as such, much of the early work in 
social learning theory focused on adolescent delinquency and the role that antisocial peers play 
in delinquency (Koon-Magin et al., 2016; Piquero, Gover, MacDonald, & Piquero, 2005). Meta-
analytic data revealed that peers’ attitudes and behaviors are significantly related to individuals’ 
deviant behaviors (Pratt et al., 2010). However, researchers have questioned the nature of this 
relationship, wondering whether the association with peers led to criminal behaviors or anti-
social individuals seek each other out as friends. Gallupe, McLevey, and Brown (2018) 
performed a meta-analysis of 19 longitudinal studies of social networks using Stochastic actor-
oriented models (Snijders, 2017) to examine peer-effects on crime. The authors found that the 
criminal behaviors of peers predict subsequent criminal behaviors in adolescents and that 
adolescents already engaging in deviant behaviors are more likely to select friends who also 
engage in these behaviors.  
Trauma Theory 
Much of the research on the effects of childhood maltreatment on future criminal 
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behavior does not cite specific criminological theories (Watts & McNulty, 2013); however, 
multiple theories highlight childhood victimization as a predictor of offending (i.e. Feminist 
Theories, Strain Theory, Social Learning Theory), especially for women (Herrera & McCloskey, 
2003; Kruttschnitt, 2016; Siegel & Williams, 2003). The cycle of violence theory posits that 
individuals who experience violence will be more likely to perpetrate violence in the future 
(Maxfield & Widom, 1996; Widom, 1989a). The empirical research consistently shows that 
childhood maltreatment is associated with increased risk of criminal behavior (Hubbard & Pratt, 
2002).  
Several studies report high rates of trauma in incarcerated individuals, suggesting that 
trauma may play a role in their trajectories toward crime. For example, in a retrospective study of 
United States prisoners and probationers, Harlow (1999) found that 1 in 20 men and 1 in 4 
women reported sexual abuse before age 18, and 1 in 10 men and 1 in 4 women reported history 
of physical abuse. Additionally, one third of female state prisoners and one sixth of female 
federal prisoners reported a history of rape prior to incarceration.  
Prospective studies have also consistently shown that childhood abuse and neglect predict 
both juvenile and adult arrest (e.g. Allwood & Widom, 2013; Maxfield & Widom, 1996). A 
meta-analysis of 13 longitudinal studies found that children who were maltreated were nearly 
twice as likely to engage in anti-social behaviors as an adult (Braga, Cunha, & Maia, 2008). 
Another meta-analysis examined the relationship between childhood maltreatment and 
perpetration of violent crime based on both self-report and official report measures and found 
that individuals who were maltreated in childhood were nearly twice as likely to engage in 
violent crime as non-maltreated individuals (Fitton, Yu, & Fazel, 2018).  
The majority of studies on the impact of trauma on criminal behaviors have focused 
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primarily on juveniles (Fox, Perez, Cass, Baglivio, & Epps, 2015) or females (Karatzias et al., 
2017; Trauffer & Widom, 2017). Juveniles with more adverse childhood experiences are at a 
higher risk of committing crimes, in general (e.g. Vidal, Prince, Connell, Caron, Kaufman, & 
Tebes, 2017) and of committing violence more specifically (e.g. Fox, Perez, Cass, Baglivio, & 
Epps, 2015; Johnson, 2017).  
Trauma Theory and Sex 
Multiple studies have examined the relationship between post-traumatic stress disorder 
and criminal behaviors, particularly in females. These studies demonstrate the importance of 
traumatic experiences outside of childhood maltreatment in the development of criminal 
behaviors. In interviews with incarcerated women, Karatzias et al. (2017) found adult 
experiences of trauma significantly mediated the relationship between childhood trauma and 
seriousness of adult criminal behaviors. Women with PTSD diagnoses are at an increased risk 
for violence perpetration, whether or not they experienced childhood maltreatment (Trauffer & 
Widom, 2017). 
In a meta-analysis of research on female perpetrated crime, having a history of physical 
and sexual assault was a strong predictor of female criminal behavior (Hubbard & Pratt, 2002). 
The authors ranked predictors based on the standard deviation and effect sizes, creating four 
“tiers”, with tier 1 including predictors with the most robust evidence and tier 4 with the least. 
Physical or sexual abuse was in the second of four tiers of predictors, meaning that after a history 
of antisocial behaviors and antisocial peers, physical and sexual abuse, along with antisocial 
personality and school relationships, was a top predictor of criminal behaviors in females.  
As noted above, the majority of research linking trauma and crime focuses on women. 
Research has indicated that childhood victimization increases arrest for violent crimes for 
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women (Maxfield & Widom, 1996; Rivera & Widom, 1990; Topitzes, Mersky, & Reynolds, 
2012; Trauffer & Widom, 2017). In a prospective study of individuals with a history of 
childhood abuse and neglect and matched controls, adolescent females who had been abused and 
neglected in childhood were significantly more likely to commit a violent offense than controls 
(Rivera & Widom, 1990). Trauffer and Widom (2018) used the same data set years later to 
examine the effects of childhood abuse and neglect on female-perpetrated adult violent crime. 
These authors found that women who were abused and neglected as children were three times as 
likely to commit violence than controls and that each type of maltreatment (physical abuse, 
sexual abuse, and neglect) predicted violent perpetration.  
Trauma Theory and Race 
Using data from structured interviews based on the fourth version of the Diagnostic and 
Statistical Manual (DSM-IV) with a diverse group of adults during the National Epidemiological 
Survey on Alcohol and Related Conditions, Roberts, Gilman, Breslau, Breslau, and Koenen 
(2010) examined race differences in number and types of traumatic experiences. The researchers 
found that while White participants reported experiencing more instances of trauma, Black 
individuals experienced higher rates of Post-traumatic stress disorder in their lifetime. Whites 
were significantly more likely to identify having learned of the traumatic death of a close other 
whereas Blacks were more likely to report experiencing childhood maltreatment and witnessing 
domestic violence.  
Mallett, Tedor, and Quinn (2018) suggested that individuals from minority racial 
backgrounds are at a heightened risk for experiencing trauma and systemic disadvantage, which 
in turn increases their risk for engaging in crime. Using data from the National Longitudinal 
Survey of Youth 1997, researchers found that Black participants reported more experiences of 
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trauma (of note, “poverty” was included as a measure of trauma) than did White participants. For 
both Black and White participants, experiencing trauma predicted self-reported criminal 
behavior. Johnson (2017) argued that trauma increased risk for detection and arrest for crime, 
particularly among individuals of color, due to systemic racism and increased disadvantage.  
Integration of Theories 
 As reviewed above, a number of theoretical models for crime exist; however, none 
adequately account for the majority of variance in criminal behavior (Krohn & Ward, 2015). 
When possible, integration of pre-existing theories into parsimonious, more comprehensive 
theories advances the state of criminology. Though much theorizing and research has been done 
on these theories separately, there is a fair amount of overlap between theories, suggesting 
possible theory integration. Indeed some research has worked to integrate two or more of the 
theories. 
Agnew (2013; 2015) argued that when strain is added to existing theoretical models, the 
models better predict delinquency and crime. Specifically, Agnew (2013) asserted that 
individuals who have good self-control and positive social supports are better equipped to cope 
with strain in prosocial ways. Research has indicated that individuals who have low self-control 
are more likely to perceive strains as unfair and outside their control (Piquero, Gomez-Smith, & 
Langton, 2004), which increases their risk for maladaptive coping (Turanovic & Pratt, 2013). 
Additionally, the negative emotions produced by strains may inhibit people’s abilities to 
maintain appropriate self-control (Agnew, 2013).  Conversely, individuals with good self-control 
are purportedly better able to delay gratification and succeed in work and school (Gottfredson & 
Hirschi, 1990), minimizing their exposure to future strains. General strain theory asserts that 
women are less likely to commit crimes due gender differences in emotional responses to strain. 
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Specifically, women experience increased feelings of anticipated shame or guilt (Hay, 20003; 
Rebellon et al., 2015). These feelings of anticipated shame or guilt may function as a form of 
self-control, causing women to weigh crime as more costly, as it may impact their social bonds 
(Hirschi, 2004).  
Research has indicated that self-control variables partially mediate the relationship 
between strain and juvenile delinquency or risky behaviors (e.g. sexual behaviors; Choi, Kruis, 
& Kim, 2019), with erratic parenting increasing risk for delinquency among individuals who 
experience victimization. Turanovic and Pratt (2013) examined the possible integration of 
General Strain and Self-Control theories to understand the relationship between trauma and 
maladaptive coping through substance use and violence behaviors. The authors assert that while 
General Strain theory identifies factors which may increase the need for coping, it does not do 
enough to identify who chooses healthy versus maladaptive coping in the face of these strains. 
The study used data from the Gang Resistance Education and Training program and found that 
individuals who experienced victimization in the last sixth months (based on self-report in sixth 
or seventh grade) who had low self-control (based on a subset of questions from Grasmick et 
al.’s Low Self-Control Scale) were more likely to engage in substance use than individuals who 
experienced strain but had better self-control. Those individuals who had poor self-control in the 
face of strains and used substances were the significantly more likely to subsequently engage in 
violence. The results of this study suggest the combination of strain and poor self-control 
increase the risk of individuals engaging in risky behaviors which may also increase their risk for 
crime and violence. 
Another common theoretical integration attempt is to integrate control and social learning 
theories, as both examine crime on a social level (Krohn & Ward, 2015). Hirschi (2004) argued 
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that attachment to social others always decreases criminal behavior, though social learning 
theory would suggest that the types of other with which one associates is an important distinction 
(Akers & Jennings, 2009). In their meta-analysis, Pratt & Cullen (2000) compared the effect 
sizes of variables from Social Learning Theory and those from Self-Control Theory. The 
researchers found that studies that had variables related to both theories explained approximately 
15% more of the variance in crime than variables from social-control theory alone, suggesting 
that aspects of each theory are needed to best predict criminal behaviors. Indeed, Svensson 
(2003) integrated the two theories to explain sex differences in criminal involvement, suggested 
that differences in criminal behaviors between males and females is based on the extent to which 
adolescents are monitored by their parents. He suggested that males are more likely to engage in 
delinquent behaviors because they are less carefully monitored by their parents and therefore 
have more opportunity to associate with antisocial peers. Baron (2003) also asserted that low 
self-control (perhaps due to decreased parental monitoring) increased individuals’ risk of 
associating with anti-social peers and adoption of deviant values and argued that low self-control 
could lead to a number of strains, including unemployment and homelessness, which then in turn 
also increase one’s risk for deviant coping, integrating all three of the theories. 
 Each of the three criminological theories address the role of trauma in precipitating 
crime to various extents. As noted above, self-control theory asserts that people develop an 
ability to exert self-control from discipline and appropriate responses from parents. According to 
this logic, if a parent is neglectful, children will fail to learn to delay gratification and may 
engage in criminal behaviors to meet their needs. Alternatively, if a parent is too harsh in their 
discipline and a child experiences physical victimization or witnesses violence, they may learn to 
be aggressive through the modeling of aggression (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1963; Tedeschi & 
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Felson, 1994). General strain theory includes childhood abuse as a strain that is more likely to 
lead to criminal behaviors than other strains, as it is viewed as unjust and leads to negative affect 
(Agnew, 2001; Carson, Sullivan, Cochran, & Lersch, 2008; Watts & McNulty, 2013). 
Additionally, research has indicated that experiencing childhood trauma increases the risk of an 
individual experiencing additional strains, such as failure to complete school (Porche, Fortuna, 
Lin & Alegria, 2011) and gain employment (Sansone, Leung, & Wiederman, 2012).  
  Matsueda and Heimer (1987) compared models of differential association and social 
control theories between Blacks and Whites to determine which model best accounted for Black 
males’ engagement in crime, using the Richmond Youth Project data, which relied on responses 
to questionnaires handed out in 11 schools. Their findings did not support social control theory 
but did support differential associations. They found that the extent to which students reported 
that their peers and parents endorsed criminal definitions, the adolescents’ self-reported 
engagement in delinquency increased; this finding was consistent across Blacks and non-Blacks.  
However, they also found that “broken homes” had a greater effect for Blacks than non-Blacks. 
This study used self-report data, which seems to be a less racially biased measurement of 
criminal behavior than official reports (Widom, 2018), as it removes the potential policing bias 
(Beckett, Nyrop, & Pfingst, 2006; Gelman, Fagan, & Kiss, 2007; Meehan & Ponder, 2006; 
Petrocelli, Piquero, & Smith, 2003).  However, there are also limitations of self-reports 
(Maxfield & Babbie, 2016). 
Unnever and Gabbidon (2011) proposed a “Theory of African American Offending” that 
incorporates elements from a number of general theories of crime.  In line with general strain 
theory, these authors argued that Blacks who experience racial discrimination and negative 
stereotypes experience anger, which makes criminal activity more likely. Blacks who associate 
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with other disenfranchised individuals (social learning theory), who lack self-control (control 
theory), and who live in disorganized neighborhoods will all be at increased risk for engaging in 
delinquent or criminal behaviors. Unnever (2014) tested some of the core assertions of this 
theory by analyzing the National Survey of American Life (NSAL) and found that Black 
Americans who encountered racial discrimination and endorsed the stereotypical belief that 
Blacks are violent were more likely to have an arrest record than those who did not. This was a 
cross-sectional study, so that the temporal sequence was not clear, and, thus, the direction of 
causation could not be established. In later work, Isom (2015) examined the role of 
microaggressions and unjust criminal justice practices on offending in a subsample of the Project 
on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods data. She found that self-reported unjust 
treatment by police officers in the last year and experiences of discrimination in the last year 
were significantly related to self-reported criminal behavior in the last year. It is clear that further 
research on the Theory of African American Offending is necessary.    
Conclusions and Current Study 
Of the theoretical models, General Strain theory appears to account for the greatest 
number of risk factors that have been demonstrated to predict crime. Additionally, it implicates 
multiple factors related to other theoretical models, such as traumatic experiences (trauma and 
social learning theories), lack of positive role-models/caretakers (social learning theory, self-
control theory), and lack of attainment (self-control theory). Of the theories, it appears to be the 
best explanation for crime in general. When considering violent crime more specifically, the 
cycle of violence suggests that individuals who experience or witness violence are more likely to 
engage in violence themselves (Maxfield & Widom, 1996; Widom, 1989a). Based on this 
assumption, individuals who have experienced trauma, particularly violent victimization, will be 
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more likely to inflict violence on others. Additionally, people who have experienced violence 
may learn to engage in additional violence through social learning. 
The different theoretical models have worked to explain offending in both males and 
females. As noted above, Strain theory hypothesizes that people commit crimes as a way to cope 
with strains in their lives, and that women experience different strains than do men (Broidy & 
Agnew, 1997; Eitle, 2002; Francis, 2014) and that their complex emotional reactions decrease 
their likelihood of committing crime to cope with strain (e.g. De Coster & Zito, 2010). Self-
control theory asserts that people learn to conform their behavior to the law through messages 
received from caregivers in childhood (Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1990), and states that women are 
more law abiding because they are more frequently monitored and expected to conform to legal 
behaviors (Gottfredson, 2006). Social Learning theory states that people learn both law-abiding 
and criminal behaviors through interactions with others (Burgess & Akers, 1966). Women are 
believed to engage in less crime because they are less likely to associate with antisocial peers 
(Piquero et al., 2005; Svensson, 2003). Some research demonstrates that different factors lead to 
criminal behavior for women and men. Trauma research has primarily focused on the 
relationship between trauma and criminal behaviors for women (Herrera & McCloskey, 2003; 
Kruttschnitt, 2016; Siegel & Williams, 2003).  
Based on the available research, it is clear that people of color are disproportionately 
arrested for crimes (e.g. Barnes, Jorgensen, Beaver, Boutwell, & Wright, 2015; Brame, 
Bushway, Pasternoster, & Turner, 2014) and that the types of arrest differ between Blacks and 
Whites (Mbuba, 2007). Further research is needed to test the explanatory power of these theories 
with diverse populations. Because existing research on race and crime relies heavily on cross-
sectional data (Isom, 2015; Unnever, 2014), there is a need for longitudinal research on these 
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questions. It is also difficult to determine the extent to which these differences are due to real 
differences in behavior or differences in policing practices (Beckett, Nyrop, & Pfingst, 2006; 
Gelman, Fagan, & Kiss, 2007; Meehan & Ponder, 2006; Petrocelli, Piquero, & Smith, 2003). As 
the Theory of African-American Offending draws heavily from General Strain Theory and Black 
individuals are more likely to experience additional strains related to racism in their 
communities, it is proposed General Strain Theory will be a better predictor of crime for Blacks 
are compared to Whites. Additionally, as Blacks are more likely to experience traumatic events 
related to witnessing violence or being violently victimized and are more likely to develop PTSD 
symptoms (Roberts et al., 2011), than are Whites, trauma may play a larger role in criminal 
behaviors for Blacks than Whites. 
One possible integration of theories may suggest that individuals who are neglected in 
childhood are less likely to develop good self-control (Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1990). Due to this 
deficit, when faced with strains, including trauma, they may be more likely to cope through 
maladaptive means (Turanovic & Pratt, 2013), particularly if they have seen such coping 
modeled or supported by important others. It is likely that the best model for crime implicates 
multiple factors from a variety of theories. Through examining the extent to which different 
theories and factors within the theories predict arrest, we can better determine how to best 
integrate the theories. 
Hypotheses 
 Based on a review of the existing literature, the proposed research has four main 
hypotheses: 
 1.  General Strain Theory will account for the largest percentage of variance in explaining 
criminal arrests compared to other theoretical models.  
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 2.  Social Learning and Trauma theories will account for the largest percentage of 
variance in explaining arrests for violent crimes compared to other theories examined here.  
 3.  The strength of models in explaining arrests will vary by sex and race.  Specifically: 
3a. Trauma variables will be better in explaining females who are arrested 
compared to males who are arrested.    
3b. Strain and trauma theories will be better predictors of arrest for Blacks 
compared to Whites.  
4. Assuming that none of the theories captures a substantial amount of the variance, it is 







Design and Participants 
The data are from a large prospective cohorts design (Schulsinger, Mednick, & Knop, 
1981) study in which abused and neglected children were matched with non-abused and non-
neglected children and followed prospectively into adulthood (details of the study design and 
subject selection criteria are available in previous publications; see Widom, 1989a and Widom, 
1989b). The original sample was composed of children with substantiated cases of physical and 
sexual abuse and/or neglect that occurred when the children were between the ages of 0 and11. 
These cases were processed during the years 1967 through 1971 in the county juvenile or adult 
criminal court in a metropolitan area in the Midwest (N = 908). A control group of children (N = 
667) without documented histories of childhood abuse or neglect was created and matched on 
age, sex, race/ethnicity, childhood neighborhood, and approximate childhood family social class. 
For children who had not yet reached school age, controls were selected using hospital records in 
the same county. For school age children, controls were selected based on individuals in the 
same class, born within 6 months, who lived within a five-block radius of the maltreated child. 
Official records were reviewed to ensure none of the control children had a history of court-
substantiated maltreatment. Overall, there were 667 matches (73.7%) for the abused and 
neglected children. This matching procedure was developed and completed for the original study 
(Widom, 1989a). 
Of the original group of 1,575 identified through official records, 1,307 participants 
(83%) were located and 1,196 (76%) interviewed for the first time from 1989 to 1995, when the 
participants were mean age 29.2. Of these 1,196 individuals interviewed, 93% (N= 1,117) were 
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located and 896 (75%) were interviewed again between 2000 and 2002, when the participants 
were mean age 39.5. There were no significant differences between the two interview samples 
and the original sample in terms of the distributions of demographic characteristics (sex, 
race/ethnicity, or average age) or group status (abuse/neglect vs. comparison group). Trained 
interviewers and the participants were blind to the purpose of the study. Participants were told 
that they had been selected as part of a large group of individuals who grew up in the Midwest 
during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Institutional Review Board approval was obtained for the 
procedures involved at each wave of data collection, and participants signed a consent form 
acknowledging that they were participating in the interviews voluntarily. 
Data from both interviews is used in this study, and only individuals who participated in 
both interviews are included in this sample. Additionally, the current sample included only 
individuals who identified as Black, non-Hispanic and White, non-Hispanic, to permit 
comparisons by race. A group of individuals who self-identified as other ethnic groups 
represented too small a group to consider statistically and were excluded from these analyses. 
The current study includes 863 individuals (51.68% female, 48.32% male) with mean age 28.74 
(range 18 - 38) at the time of the first interview in the years 1989 – 1995.  About 63.38% of 
participants self-identified as White, non-Hispanic and 36.62% identified as Black, non-
Hispanic. Previous work with this sample has shown that the sample includes a heavy 
predominance of children from lower socio-economic backgrounds (Widom, 1989a). See Table 
2 for general descriptive statistics on the independent variables and Table 3 for descriptive 
statistics of the independent variables by race and sex. 
Independent Variables  
Child abuse and neglect 
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Childhood physical and sexual abuse and neglect were assessed through review of 
official records for maltreatment of a child between ages 0 and 11, processed during the years 
1967 to 1971 in a metropolitan area in the Midwest. Physical abuse cases included injuries such 
as bruises, welts, burns, abrasions, lacerations, wounds, cuts, bone and skull fractures, and other 
evidence of physical injury. Sexual abuse cases included fondling or touching, felony sexual 
assault, sodomy, incest, and rape. Neglect cases reflected a judgment that the parents’ 
deficiencies in childcare were beyond those found acceptable by community and professional 
standards at the time and represented extreme failure to provide adequate food, clothing, shelter, 
and medical attention to children. Of the 863 individuals, 55.62% had a substantiated case of 
childhood maltreatment, 45.08% had documented cases of neglect, 8.69% of physical abuse, and 
7.65% of sexual abuse.  
Intimate partner violence  
During interview 2, six items were administered from the physical injury subscale of the 
Conflict Tactics Scale 2 (CTS2; Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996). These 
items ask about how often an intimate partner caused injury to the participant. Participants 
responded by indicating how often they had each experience within the past year: never (0), once 
or twice (1), three to five times (2), six to ten times (3), 11 to 20 times (4), or more than 20 times 
(5). Example items include “because of something your partner did to you, you passed out from a 
hit on the head” and “because of something your partner did to you, you needed to see a doctor, 
but did not.” These items were examined by the sum of the responses per respondent. The CTS2 
has good internal consistency, and evidence in support of its construct validity and discriminant 
validity (Straus et al., 1996). The measure also demonstrated good internal consistency in this 
sample (α = 0.85). Higher scores indicate greater and more experiences of intimate partner 
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violence.  Individuals in this study endorsed M = 0.82 (range 0 – 35, SD = 2.69) experiences on 
the CTS2, meaning that participants reported experiencing about one type of intimate partner 
violence once or twice in the past year.  
The Lifetime Trauma and Victimization History (LTVH) 
During interview 2, a 30-item instrument used to elicit a comprehensive lifetime trauma 
and victimization history in the context of a structured in-person interview (Widom, Dutton, 
Czaja, & DuMont, 2005). Developed with a matrix format for ease of administration and scoring, 
the LTVH assesses stressors independent of symptoms (Green, 1991). Questions refer to “serious 
events that may have happened to you during your lifetime” and cover seven categories of 
traumatic and victimization experiences: general traumas (items 1–6), physical assault/abuse 
(items 7–12), sexual assault/abuse (items 13–15), family/friend murdered or suicide (items 16 
and 18), witnessed trauma to someone else (items 17, 19 –21), crime victimization (items 8–10, 
22–27), and kidnapped or stalked (items 28–29). For each of the items, follow-up questions are 
asked, including the number of times it happened (frequency).  The lifetime trauma and 
victimization measure used here represents the total number of times respondents report having 
experienced these traumatic events (collapsed across the 30 types), with higher numbers 
indicating more experiences of trauma. The LTVH has demonstrated good predictive, criterion-
related, and convergent validity (Widom, Dutton, Czaja, & DuMont, 2005). Participants in this 
study endorsed M = 10.89 (range 0 – 55, SD = 7.86) traumatic or victimization experiences 
during their lifetime.  
Childhood Family Poverty  
A composite variable was developed using responses to questions administered during 
interview 1 (cf. Nikulina, Widom, & Czaja, 2011). The childhood family poverty variable 
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represented the sum of four poverty indicators: family’s welfare receipt when the participant was 
a child (1 = yes), paternal and maternal employment (1=unemployed, disabled, or incarcerated), 
and growing up in a single-parent household versus living with two parents until 18 years of age 
(1 = single parent household). Higher numbers indicate greater level of childhood family 
poverty, with possible scores ranging from 0 to 4 (paternal and maternal employment were 
separate variables).  
Job instability 
The job instability variable is based on responses to four questions during interview 1: 1) 
unemployed in the past year, 2) having three jobs in 5 years (“Since you were 18, did you ever 
hold three or more different jobs in a 5 year period?”), 3) being fired from more than one job, 
and 4) quit before having another job (“Since you were 18, have you quit a job three times or 
more before you already had another job lined up?”). Participant’s responses of “yes” to each 
question were tallied, with higher numbers meaning greater job instability. Possible scores 
ranged from 0 to 4. 
Education – Did not graduate high school 
Participants were asked a series of questions about their educational attainment at 
interview 2, including a question about the highest level of school completed at that point in 
time. A dichotomous variable was created to indicate whether individuals had completed high 
school or not. More than half (58.63%) of the sample completed high school.  
Homelessness 
During the interview 1, respondents were asked if they had been homeless in the past 
year. Responses were coded to create a dichotomous variable based on whether they reported a 
period of homelessness (1) or not (0). Of the 856 participants who responded to this question, 59 
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(6.84%) endorsed homelessness in the previous year.  
Witnessed violence 
On the Lifetime Trauma and Victimization History measure during Interview 2, 
participants were asked the number of times they witnessed someone shot, stabbed, beaten, 
murdered, or sexually assaulted. Respondents endorsed witnessing violence an average of 1.37 
occasions in their lifetime (range 0 – 16, SD = 1.94).  
Paternal arrest 
During interview 1, respondents were asked whether their father had ever been arrested. 
This information was coded to create a dichotomous variable based on whether they reported a 
parent arrest (1) or not (0). Individuals who indicated they did not know or who did not respond 
were coded as not having a father arrested. Of the 835 participants who responded, 318 (38.08%) 
reported their father was arrested.  
Maternal arrest 
During interview 1, respondents were asked whether their mother had ever been arrested. 
This information was coded to create a dichotomous variable based on whether they reported a 
maternal arrest (1) or not (0). Individuals who indicated they did not know or who did not 
respond were coded as not having a mother arrested. Of the 852 participants who responded, 161 
(18.90%) reported their mother was arrested.  
Sibling arrest 
During interview 1, respondents were asked whether a sibling had ever been arrested. 
This information were coded to create a dichotomous variable based on whether they reported a 
sibling arrest (1) or not (0). Individuals who indicated they did not know or who did not respond 
were coded as not having a sibling arrested. Of the 851 participants who responded, 553 
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(64.98%) reported a sibling was arrested.  
Neighborhood disorder 
During interview 2 (2000-2002), participants were asked 10 questions about their 
subjective experience of their neighborhood (Skogan, 1986) that inquired about the extent of 
problems within their current neighborhood, using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all to 5 = 
very much). Items included vandalism, abandoned housing, gang fights, “drunks and drug 
addicts” and “people selling or distributing illegal drugs”.  Higher scores indicate higher 
neighborhood disorder. This measure had high internal consistency within this sample (α = 0.94). 
On average, participants rated the disorder in their neighborhood between “not at all” and 
“slightly” disordered (M = 1.69 SD = 0.84).  
Impulsivity 
During the interview 2, participants were administered the Barratt Impulsivity Scale 
(BIS-II: Barratt, 1985).  The BIS-II is a 16-item instrument to assess impulsivity and has been 
used in social and biological studies of violence (Barratt, 1985; Coccaro et al., 1993). Items 
included a number of statements about individuals’ dispositions (e.g. “I plan things carefully 
before acting,” “I am a careful thinker”); participants responded with the extent to which they 
agreed with each statement on a 4-point Likert scale. Higher scores indicate greater impulsivity. 
This measure had acceptable internal consistency (α = 0.64).  
Locus of control 
During interview 1, participants were administered a 5-item scale that measures the 
extent to which participants feel that they have control over their lives (e.g., “When you get what 
you want, it is usually because you worked hard for it.”). These items were adapted from Rotter's 
(1966) Internal-External Locus of Control Scale, a 29-item measure.  In order to accommodate 
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the time constraints of the interview, five items were used in place of the full scale. Participants 
selected their responses from a four-point scale as follows: strongly agree (4) to strongly disagree 
(1). Negative items were reverse coded. The inverse of the average of the five items is used, such 
that higher scores reflect a greater degree of external locus of control. The internal consistency of 
this measure for this sample was poor (α = 0.55), most likely because of the small number of 
items.  
Marital status 
During interviews 1 and 2, respondents were asked a number of questions about their 
individual and family history, including their marital status at time of interview. This information 
was coded to create two dichotomous variables (0 = unmarried, 1 = married), Marital Status 
Time 1 and Marital Status Time 2. At interview 1, 54.23% of participants were married, and at 
interview 2, 51.80% of participants were married.   
Social involvement: 
During interviews 1 and 2, respondents were asked a series of questions about the extent 
of their participation in social activities. 
 Interview 1. 
At interview 1, they were asked how often they got together with family members, with 
other people for a hobby or leisure activities, and with close friends. For each question, there 
were eight possible response options: daily, several times per week, once per week, several times 
per month, once per month, several times per year, once a year or less, and never. Internal 
consistency in this sample was poor at interview 1 (α = 0.48). Average responses to the questions 
were calculated. 
 Interview 2. 
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 At interview 2, participants were asked four questions about how frequently they got 
together with friends, spoke to friends on the phone, and visited or went over to the homes of 
friends in the past month. For each question, there were six possible response options: not at all, 
once in past month, 2 or 3 times/week, once per week, several days per week, and every day. 
Internal consistency was acceptable at interview 2 (α = 0.62). Average responses to the questions 
were calculated.  
Organization of Independent Variables 
Independent variables are described in blocks based on the extent to which they 
conceptually map onto the four criminological theories. See Table 1 for a visual representation of 
which variables are consistent with each theory and based on previous empirical work.  
The Strain Theory block (STB) includes measures of childhood physical and sexual 
abuse and neglect, intimate partner violence, lifetime trauma victimization history, childhood 
poverty, job instability, less education, and homelessness. In Agnew’s (2015) writing, childhood 
abuse and neglect, intimate partner violence, chronic unemployment, and homelessness were 
strains particularly conducive to crime. Additionally, strain theory has highlighted the inability to 
achieve goals (e.g. less education, employment) and traumatic experiences as significant 
criminogenic strains, as they are likely to be perceived as unjust and outside one’s control 
(Agnew, 2001).  
The Control Theory block (CTB) includes childhood neglect, impulsivity, locus of 
control, job instability, marital status, and social involvement. Control theory assumes that 
individuals fail to develop self-control in the absence of parental monitoring (Gottfredson, 2006).  
Therefore, in the analysis presented here, it is expected that children who have been neglected 
should have lower self-control. Measures of impulsivity and locus of control are also included in 
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this block as direct measures of self-control. Informal social control in adulthood is based in non-
criminogenic ties to the community (Sampson & Laub, 1995), thus measures of employment, 
marital status, and involvement in the community for leisure (social involvement) are included.   
The Social Learning Theory block (SLTB) includes variables that indicate that the person 
has been exposed to violence and criminal behavior.  Specifically, childhood physical and sexual 
abuse, witnessed violence, parental or sibling arrest, and neighborhood disorder are included in 
this block. Childhood physical and sexual abuse and witnessed violence are included in this 
block to reflect direct exposure to violence and aggression. Parental and sibling arrests are 
included to reflect criminal associations in childhood or adolescence. Finally, neighborhood 
disorder measures subjective experiences of neighborhood vandalism, gang fights, “drunks and 
drug addicts” and “people selling or distributing illegal drugs.”   
The Trauma Theory block (TTB) includes variables of childhood physical and sexual 
abuse, intimate partner violence, lifetime trauma victimization history, and witnessed violence. 
These variables represent traumatic events throughout a person’s life course.   
Dependent Variable: Official arrest data 
Arrest status is based on information obtained from criminal histories for individuals 
collected at three levels of law enforcement (local, state, and federal) at three points in time 
(1986-87, 1994, and 2013-2014). Juvenile and adult arrests for non-violent and violent crimes 
are included. Violent crimes include arrests for the following crimes and attempts: assault, 
battery, robbery, manslaughter, murder, rape, and burglary with injury. Two variables were 
created using binary coding. For arrest, individuals were coded as 1 if they had ever been 
arrested and 0 if they had no arrest record. For violent arrest, individuals were coded as 1 if they 
had ever been arrested for a violent crime and 0 if they had never been arrested for violence (of 
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note, they could have been arrested for other, non-violent offenses). The overall sample was 
arrested at high rates, making it an appropriate sample for exploring predictors of crime. Of the 
total sample, 53.53% have a record of criminal arrest and 24.00% have a history of violent arrest.   
Statistical Analyses 
Correlations and variance inflation factor (VIF) statistics were run to examine for 
possible multicollinearity between variables (See Appendix for correlation table). VIF were all 
below 3.0, suggesting no issues with multicollinearity. Multiple partially-nested logistic binary 
regressions were run, using SPSS version 22 (Chicago, IL), to examine the extent to which each 
theoretical block of variables predicted violent and non-violent arrest for the entire sample. The 
initial regressions were run with two separate dependent variables: official arrest compared to no 
arrest and official violent arrest compared to no violent arrest, through 2014. All regressions 
included controls for age, race and sex.  In addition, when race or sex variables were significant 
in the overall sample, separate analyses were run to examine specific race and sex differences.  
Confidence intervals were calculated for R2 statistics and compared for overlap to determine if 
differences were statistically significant. Finally, regression analyses were conducted with the 
strongest predictive variables for arrest and violent arrest to determine which variables account 






All Theories Significantly Predict Arrest 
 As shown in Table 5, each of the theories significantly predicted whether or not an 
individual was arrested for a crime. General Strain Theory (R2 = 0.30, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.25 – 
0.35) was a significantly better model for predicting official arrest than was Trauma Theory (R2 = 
0.19, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.14 – 0.24). There were no other significant differences in the extent to 
which models predicted arrest. Race and sex both significantly predicted arrest across models, 
with Black individuals being approximately twice as likely to be arrested compared to Whites 
and males being approximately four times as likely to be arrested compared to females. 
Individuals who experienced homelessness (AOR = 4.13, p < 0.001), did not graduate high 
school (AOR = 2.37, p <0.001), lived in disordered neighborhoods (AOR = 1.55, p <0.001), had a 
father who was arrested (AOR = 1.52, p = 0.01), experienced childhood neglect (AOR = 1.42, p = 
0.03), and experienced job instability (AOR = 1.46 and AOR = 1.53, p < 0.001), were all 
significantly more likely to be arrested. Individuals who were married at interview 2 were 
significantly less likely to be arrested than those who were unmarried (AOR = 0.47, p < 0.001). 
Sex Differences in Impact of Specific Factors on Arrest 
 Table 6  demonstrates that the predictive value of theories is similar across models, 
except General Strain Theory (R2 = 0.23, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.16 – 0.30) accounted for 
significantly more of the variance in arrest than did Trauma Theory (R2 = 0.07, p < 0.001, 95% 
CI: 0.02 – 0.12) for males. Both males and females were significantly more likely to be arrested 
if they experienced job instability (AOR = 1.31-1.44, p < 0.05 and AOR = 1.61 – 1.65, p <0.001, 
respectively), neighborhood disorder (AOR = 1.94, p < 0.01 and AOR = 1.38, p = 0.01, 
respectively), and marital status at interview 2 (AOR = 0.47, p < 0.01 and AOR = 0.45, p < 0.01, 
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respectively). Despite these similarities, different additional individual factors play a role in 
predicting arrest for men and women. For males, not graduating high school (AOR = 4.35, p < 
0.001), paternal arrest (AOR = 1.70, p = 0.04), and sibling arrest (AOR = 2.01, p = 0.01) all 
increased risk for arrest. For females, childhood neglect (AOR = 1.67, p = 0.04 and AOR = 1.82, 
p < 0.01) and homelessness (AOR = 4.36, p < 0.01) increased risk for arrest.  
Race Differences in Impact of Specific Factors on Arrest  
Table 7 demonstrates significant differences in factors that predict arrest for Blacks and 
Whites. For Blacks, childhood neglect (AOR = 1.91, p = 0.03 and p = 0.02, depending on the 
theoretical model) and witnessing violence (AOR = 1.26, p = 0.04 and AOR = 1.22, p = 0.03) 
were significant predictors of arrest. For Whites, paternal arrest (AOR = 1.57, p = 0.02) 
significantly increased risk for arrest, while being married at interview 2 (AOR = 0.41, p < 0.001) 
significantly decreased risk for arrest. . For both Blacks and Whites, homelessness (AOR = 4.50, 
p < 0.001 and AOR = 4.14, p < 0.001, respectively), not graduating high school (AOR = 2.34, p < 
0.01 and AOR = 2.41, p < 0.001, respectively), job instability (AOR = 1.57 – 1.71, p <0.01 and 
AOR = 1.44 – 1.48, p < 0.001, respectively), and neighborhood disorder (AOR = 1.48, p = 0.01 
and AOR = 1.63, p < 0.01) all increased risk for arrest. 
All Theories Significantly Predict Arrest for Violence 
Table 8 shows that all of the theories significantly predict violent arrest, with similar 
predictive value across models, although General Strain Theory (R2 = 0.39, p <0.001, 95% CI: 
0.34 – 0.44) predicts a larger proportion of the variance than does Trauma Theory (R2 = 0.28, p < 
0.001, 95% CI: 0.23 – 0.33). Race and sex both significantly predicted arrest across models. 
Blacks were approximately four to six times as likely to be arrested for violence than their White 
counterparts, and males were approximately six to seven times as likely to be arrested for 
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violence compared to females. Not graduating high school (AOR = 4.89, p<0.001), childhood 
physical abuse (AOR = 1.97 - 2.13, p <0.05, depending on theoretical model), sibling arrest 
(AOR = 2.00, p <0.01), neighborhood disorder (AOR = 1.55, p <0.001), job instability (AOR = 
1.34 – 1.48, p < 0.01, depending on the theoretical model), witnessing violence (AOR = 1.13, p = 
0.01), and LTVH (AOR = 1.04, p < 0.01) significantly increased risk for violent arrest. Being 
married at interview 2 (AOR = 0.54, p < 0.01) significantly decreased risk for violent arrest. 
Sex Differences in Impact of Specific Factors on Violent Arrest  
Table 9 shows that the predictive value of the theories for violent arrests is similar across 
models for males and females, except General Strain Theory (R2 = 0.32, p <0.001, 95% CI: 0.25 
– 0.39) that accounted for significantly more of the variance in arrest than did Trauma Theory 
(R2 = 0.17, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.11 – 0.23) for males. For males and females, not graduating 
high school (AOR = 5.23, p < 0.001 and AOR = 5.39, p < 0.001, respectively), neighborhood 
disorder (AOR = 1.59, p < 0.01 and AOR = 1.51, p = 0.01), and job instability (AOR = 1.35, p < 
0.01 and AOR = 1.87-1.94, p < 0.001, respectively) predicted being arrested for a violent crime. 
For males, sibling arrest (AOR = 2.71, p < 0.001) and LTVH (AOR = 1.04, p = 0.01) significantly 
increased risk for violent arrest, while marital status at interview 2 (AOR = 0.50, p < 0.01) 
significantly decreased risk for violent arrest. For females, childhood physical abuse (AOR = 
3.36, p = 0.02) and witnessing violence (AOR = 1.24 - 1.27, p < 0.05, depending on theoretical 
model) increased risk for violent arrest. 
Race Differences in Impact of Specific Factors on Violent Arrest  
As shown in Table 10, all of the theories significantly predicted arrests for violence for 
Blacks and Whites; however, the theories predicted significantly more of the variance in the 
likelihood of being arrested for a violent crime for Blacks than Whites. Additionally, General 
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Strain Theory (R2 = 0.29, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.23 – 0.35) accounted for a larger proportion of 
the variance in violent arrest than did Trauma Theory (R2 = 0.16, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.10 – 0.22) 
for Whites. For Blacks and Whites, not graduating high school (AOR = 4.15, p < 0.001 and AOR 
= 5.80, p < 0.001), job instability (AOR = 1.82, p <0.001 and AOR = 1.36, p < 0.01), and 
neighborhood disorder (AOR = 1.49, p < 0.01 and AOR = 1.65, p < 0.01) all significantly 
predicted arrest for violence. For Blacks, sibling arrest (AOR = 2.27, p = 0.02), childhood neglect 
(AOR = 2.19, p < 0.01), witnessing violence (AOR= 1.25, p = 0.04 and AOR = 1.32, p < 0.01, 
depending on theoretical model), and LTVH (AOR = 1.06, p < 0.01) significantly predicted 
arrest for violence. For Whites, childhood physical abuse (AOR = 2.32, p = 0.03) and paternal 
arrest (AOR = 1.83, p = 0.02) increased risk for violent arrest, while marital status at interview 2 
(AOR = 0.54, p = 0.02) decreased risk for arrest for violence.  
A Better Model Based on Best Predictors of Arrests for Crime and Violence? 
Based on the results in Tables 5 and 8, a regression was run with only the variables that 
significantly predicted official arrests and violent arrests. As shown in Table 11, the regression 
examining significant predictors of official arrest revealed that this combination accounted for 
approximately 33% of the variance (R2 = 0.33, p < 0.001, 95% CI: 0.28 – 0.38). This new 
regression accounted for significantly more of the variance in arrest than did Trauma Theory (R2 
= 0.19, 95% CI: 0.14 – 0.24) or Social Learning Theory (R2 = 0.22, 95% CI: 0.17 – 0.27). Race 
(AOR = 4.34, p < 0.001), homelessness (AOR = 4.00, p < 0.01), job instability (AOR = 1.43, p < 
0.001), not graduating high school (AOR = 2.17, p <0.001), sex (AOR = 1.89, p < 0.001), 
paternal arrest (AOR = 1.44, p = 0.04), and neighborhood disorder (AOR = 1.29, p = 0.02) all 
significantly increased risk for arrest, while marital status at interview 2 significantly decreased 
risk for arrest (AOR = 0.48, p < 0.001). 
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As shown in Table 12, the significant predictors of violent arrest accounted for 
approximately 41% of the variance in violent arrest when in the same model (R2 = 0.41, p < 
0.001, 95% CI: 0.37 – 0.45). This accounted for a significantly larger proportion of the variance 
in violent arrest when compared to Trauma Theory (R2 = 0.28, 95% CI: 0.23 – 0.33), Social 
Learning Theory (R2 = 0.31, 95% CI: 0.26 – 0.36), and Social Control Theory (R2 = 0.29, 95% 
CI: 0.24 – 0.34). Sex (AOR = 6.72, p < 0.001), race (AOR = 4.60, p <0.001), not graduating from 
high school (AOR = 4.04, p <0.001), childhood physical abuse (AOR = 2.15, p = 0.02), sibling 
arrest (AOR = 1.60, p = 0.04), neighborhood disorder (AOR = 1.37, p <0.01), and job instability 
(AOR = 1.30, p < 0.01) all significantly increased risk for violent arrest, and marital status at 




Discussion and Conclusions 
All the major theories of crime significantly predicted arrest for crime and violence, to 
varying extents. This suggests that each of the theories are important, as they include factors 
which increased risk for criminal behavior. At the same time, the results demonstrated that many 
of the most influential variables, such as job instability or childhood neglect, span multiple 
theories, indicating possible integration. Given that the model that included the strongest factors 
from several theories best predicted risk of arrest for crime and violence as compared to most of 
the existing theories on their own, the integration of factors from multiple theories may be a 
fruitful approach to increasing our understanding of crime. In the discussion below, the support 
for each theory, possible areas of integration, and race and sex differences in factors which 
predict arrest are discussed. 
Of the theories examined here, General Strain Theory consistently accounted for the 
largest percentage of the variance in arrest. Indeed, of the theories it was the only one that did not 
significantly differ from either of the final models with the strongest predictors. General Strain 
Theory accounts for several factors implicated by other theories tested here as well as factors 
identified to be the strongest predictors. Specifically, it incorporates Trauma Theory, asserting 
that traumatic experiences are strains that increase the likelihood of engaging in crime to cope 
with anger (Agnew, 2015). While Self-Control Theory conceptualizes neglect as a factor that 
decreases self-control (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990), General Strain Theory identifies neglect as 
a strain. Several of the predictors not included in the General Strain Theory block could also be 
considered strains. For example, having family members who are incarcerated may increase 
strain on the family and not having a romantic partner may be considered a strain by many.  
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Trauma Theory, as operationalized here, did a relatively poor job of predicting both 
crime and violence. It consistently accounted for the smallest percentage of variance in arrest and 
was significantly worse at explaining crime when compared with General Strain Theory. At the 
same time, some types of trauma were associated with an increased risk of arrest, particularly 
physical abuse for females, number of lifetime traumas for males and Whites, witnessing 
violence for Blacks, and childhood neglect for all participants. Experiences of trauma fit within 
different theoretical models presented here and may be best conceptualized as a factor within 
theories rather than as a standalone theory.  
Although trauma is not the strongest independent predictor of crime, trauma may play a 
role in increasing other predictors of crime. For example, research has indicated that individuals 
who experience childhood maltreatment are at a greater risk for substance use in adulthood (e.g. 
Widom, Marmorstein, & White, 2006), which may increase risk for job insecurity, due to failing 
drug tests or missing work, or not graduating high school. Additionally, individuals who 
experience trauma are at a heightened risk for experiencing other factors that predict crime, such 
as unemployment (e.g. Liu et al., 2013), living in disordered neighborhoods (Chauhan & Widom, 
2012), and poor educational attainment (Porche, Fortuna, Lin & Alegria, 2011). Trauma also 
increases the risk of developing a mental illness (e.g. Banyard, Williams, & Siegel, 2001; 
Gilbert, Widom, Browne, Fergusson, Webb, & Janson, 2009; Kerig,Ward, Vanderzee, & 
Moeddel, 2009; Widom, DuMont, & Czaja, 2007; Widom & Hiller-Sturmhofel, 2001; Wu, 
Schairer, Dellor, Grella, 2010), which may further impact an individuals’ ability to attain certain 
goals or maintain social bonds. While not all individuals who experience trauma develop a 
mental illness, whether one does or not may affect the likelihood of engaging in crime. 
Differences in how people react to trauma may be important to future theories that include 
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trauma. Of note, psychiatric disorders such as substance use and post-traumatic stress disorder 
were not included in any of the models presented in this dissertation. Should support be found 
for trauma increasing risk for violence through post-traumatic symptoms, increased attention 
should be paid to providing affordable trauma treatment to individuals who have experienced 
trauma and who have other risk factors for crime, as a way to decrease violence. 
Traumatic experiences did appear to play a significant role in predicting violence, 
perhaps adding credence to the cycle of violence. Individuals who experience trauma may 
perpetrate violence related to post-traumatic symptoms such as hypervigilance and aggression 
(American Psychiatric Association, 2013) or violent behaviors may also lead to perpetration-
induced trauma and traumatic stress (e.g. Evans, Ehlers, Mezey, & Clark, 2007; Nickerson, 
Aderka, Bryant, Litz, & Hofmann, 2011). Childhood physical abuse, number of lifetime traumas, 
and witnessing violence all increased risk for arrests for violence. These types of traumas also 
add support to Social Learning Theory, as individuals who witness or experience violence in this 
manner may learn that aggression is a way to express or manage emotions or to resolve conflicts. 
Social Learning Theory is further supported as a predictor of arrests for violence, as having a 
sibling who has been arrested and living in a disadvantaged neighborhood, where crime and 
violence is more common, both also increased the risk of violent arrest. It may be that people 
who are surrounded by others engaging in crime are more violent in attempts to protect 
themselves or that violence becomes normalized as an acceptable or expected behavior. 
For Whites, paternal arrest significantly increased risk for arrest. Black children are at a 
greater risk for living in single-mother homes (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018), as a result, it is 
possible Black children in this sample were not living with their fathers who may have been 
engaging in criminal behaviors, sheltering them from Social Learning of crime. For White 
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children, paternal arrest may lead to learning such behaviors are acceptable or it may suggest 
lack of appropriate parental monitoring. Similarly, neglect may have a significant impact on an 
individuals’ ability to develop their own sense of self-control (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) and 
may also leave individuals more vulnerable to engaging with antisocial peers (Svensson, 2003). 
Research on the reconceptualized control theory suggests that Hirschi’s operationalization of 
self-control is equally good at predicting crime (Bouffard & Rice, 2011; Mathna, 2017; Morris, 
Gerber, Menard, 2011, Pratt, 2014), if not better (Piquero & Bouffard, 2007), when compared to 
previous control theories. The operationalization of self-control in this study closely mirrors 
Hirschi’s (2004) reconceptualized model by incorporating both measures of individuals’ traits 
such as impulsivity and control but also individuals’ social bonds, through employment, marital 
status, and social involvement. Though some may argue against using a less tested 
operationalization of self-control and suggest a more traditional conceptualization, the results of 
this study suggest that the social bonds factors play an important role in predicting arrest and 
violence. 
When considering integration of theories, for arrest in general, the significant predictors 
included job instability, no high school graduation, homelessness, paternal arrest, neighborhood 
disorder, childhood neglect, and marital status at interview 2 (age 39). When considering a 
pathway to crime, it may be that individuals who are neglected experience increased strain and 
lack positive influences to appropriately discipline and encourage them. This parental absence 
may lead to difficulty learning to delay gratification and weigh the costs and benefits of actions 
to achieve important goals (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990), such as excelling in school or work. If 
these individuals do not have a father present due to arrest and incarceration, they may 
experience the strain of not having an important relationship but also learn that engaging in 
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criminal behavior is a viable option (Social Learning Theory). Individuals who did not perform 
well in school or have appropriate supports would subsequently be at a greater risk for job 
instability and homelessness or residing in disordered neighborhoods. Living in such 
neighborhoods, individuals may have an increased opportunity to engage in crime or have no 
viable alternatives for survival. Individuals in this situation would likely also find it difficult to 
find a partner.  
When considering integrating theories for violent crime, the significant factors included 
physical abuse, lifetime trauma and victimization history, not graduating high school, witnessing 
violence, sibling arrest, neighborhood disorder, and marital status at time 2. As noted above, 
trauma and social learning appear to play a large role in violence. Individuals who are physically 
abused in childhood and experience multiple traumas may experience increased anger. They may 
also witness violence in their neighborhood and in their home, which demonstrates violence as a 
viable option for coping with their emotions. These individuals may engage with antisocial 
peers, including their siblings; they may even join a gang, which significantly increases their risk 
for violence. Individuals who are arrested for violence are more likely to experience job 
instability, disadvantaged neighborhoods, and difficulty finding a romantic partner. Conversely, 
individuals who live in disordered neighborhoods may have more opportunity or perceived need 
to engage in violent crime.  
These two proposed pathways to arrest and violence, using the strongest predictors of 
arrest integrate the important elements of strain, social learning, trauma, and self-control. 
Perhaps early experiences of parental absence or mistreatment decrease individuals’ ability to 
rationally process situations or cope appropriately with emotions. This early difficulty then leads 
to subsequent strains feeling unmanageable, which may lead to violent outbursts or reliance on 
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crime for instant gratification and decrease of negative emotion. These people are likely to 
struggle to develop relationships with prosocial individuals or may gravitate toward others who 
seem likeminded, leading to increase in learning of antisocial behaviors. Once an individual is 
detected for engaging in criminal activities, it is also likely to become more and more difficult to 
engage in prosocial behaviors, such as employment, as many hiring practices discourage the 
employment of formerly incarcerated individuals. Research should examine ways to 
appropriately intervene to assist in providing both treatment and assistance to help people break 
the cycle of continued crime. This would require identifying individuals who are most at risk and 
individuals who have already been arrested. 
Across theories, sex was consistently a significant predictor of arrest, with males being 
more likely to be arrested for crime in general and for violence, specifically. A number of 
theories have been developed to understand why males are more likely to engage in crime than 
females. People view behavioral expressions of anger as more appropriate for males than females 
(e.g. Shields, 2002), and, thus, boys and girls are socialized to behave differently in response to 
their emotions (Chaplin, Cole, & Zahn-Wexler, 2005; Garside & Klimes-Dougan, 2002); this 
may in part explain why in the face of negative emotions related to strain events women are less 
likely to engage in crime. Traditionally, males are generally socialized to exhibit externalizing 
behaviors while females exhibit internalizing behaviors (Chaplin, Cole, & Zahn-Wexler, 2005).  
When examining factors that increase risk for arrest by sex, trauma variables and early 
life strains such as childhood poverty, neglect, physical abuse, and witnessing violence all 
increase risk for women. This result supports previous research that has suggested that trauma 
plays an important role in increasing risk for arrest for women, particularly childhood trauma 
(Maxfield & Widom, 1996; Rivera & Widom, 1990; Topitzes, Mersky, & Reynolds, 2012; 
50 
 
Trauffer & Widom, 2017). As mentioned in the introduction, some theorists believe parents are 
more likely to monitor females closely because they are at greater risk for experiencing 
victimization if they engage with antisocial peers (Tittle, Ward, and Grasmick, 2003; Svensson, 
2003). Additionally, women with greater self-control, who learned from caregivers to weigh 
potential costs and benefits of each behavior may be less likely to spend time with male 
antisocial peers, due to the possible risks involved (e.g. assault, sexual assault). These factors 
may be why neglect has been shown to be a particularly strong predictor for females as 
compared to males. For men, lifetime trauma history was a significant predictor for violent 
arrest. Perhaps men’s experience of traumas later in life increases their risk for crime or it is also 
possible that they experience more traumatic events while participating in criminal behaviors. 
These are hypotheses worth exploring in the future. 
Social factors such as paternal arrest, sibling arrest, and marital status appear to play a 
larger role for men than women. Sampson and Laub (1995) suggested certain turning points, 
such as marriage, play a significant role in decreasing risk of engaging in crime. Of note, the 
majority of their sample was White and male. Interestingly in this sample, marital status was an 
important predictor for Whites and males, but not for Blacks and females. This is in line with 
previous research that indicates that marriage significantly decreases criminal behaviors among 
males, but the effect is less strong in females (Bersani, Laub, & Nieuwbeerta, 2009; King, 
Massoglia, & Macmillan, 2007). Miller (1976) stated that traditional developmental theories 
focused on the male experience, highlighting goals of independence and individuation. In 
contrast, women had different goals, specifically fostering closeness and connection with others. 
She argued that through fostering mutually empathetic and empowering relationships, women 
achieve positive growth (Miller, 1986). Perhaps different social bonds other than marriage are 
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more important for Blacks and females, such as children or other close family members. Indeed, 
having a sibling who was arrested more than doubled the risk for Blacks to engage in violence, 
suggesting the possibility that the lack of prosocial peers creates more of a strain for Black 
individuals than Whites. 
Blacks were also at a heightened risk of being arrested across each of the theories. One 
possible explanation for the race differences in arrest records may be attributed to race 
differences in policing practices (Beckett, Nyrop, & Pfingst, 2006; Gelman, Fagan, & Kiss, 
2007; Meehan & Ponder, 2006; Petrocelli, Piquero, & Smith, 2003) or increased detection or  
bias within the disposition decisions. Blacks are disproportionally arrested for both quality of life 
and drug crimes, as compared to Whites (Bass, 2001; Gelman, Fagan, & Kiss, 2007). Some 
research has recently reported that despite similar levels of self-reported crime, Blacks were 
more likely to be arrested than Whites (Widom, 2018). Researchers have also suggested that 
differences in offending rates between males and females are due to the reliance on official data 
rather than self-report (Chesney-Lind, 2001; 2002; 2004); these researchers suggest that men are 
more likely than women to be arrested, even when they engage in similar behaviors. 
Unfortunately, the current study did not include measures of self-reported crime. Future research 
should examine which theories best predict self-reported criminal behaviors and what, if any, sex 
and race differences exists in those predictive factors.  
When examining the factors that increase risk for arrest for Blacks, but not Whites, 
neglect, witnessing violence, sibling arrest, lifetime trauma and victimization history, and job 
instability appear to be most significant. A number of these factors may increase the risk that 
Black individuals are more carefully monitored or identified when they engage in crime. 
Children of color in general, and Black children specifically, are overrepresented in the foster 
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care system (Summers, Wood, Russell, 2012; Wulczyn & Lery, 2007) and tend to remain in the 
foster care system longer than do White children (Harris, Jackson, O’Brien, & Pecora, 2009). 
Placement in and extended time in foster care may set Black individuals on a trajectory for a 
number of negative outcomes or strains, which may increase their risk for engaging in crime or 
being detected when they engage in crime.  
Overall, two of the largest factors predicting engagement in crime are not graduating high 
school and job instability. These two factors suggest possible areas for intervention. Students 
who are struggling in school may require additional tutoring or training in a specific trade to help 
them find legal employment. Additionally, interventions to increase opportunities for 
employment, especially in individuals at heightened risk (e.g. people with histories of 
maltreatment, individuals who did not graduate high school) may also help to decrease rates of 
crime. Additionally, more research on the temporal sequence of crime and homelessness and job 
instability would be helpful to better understand at which point, before or after incarceration, is 
most important for interventions to decrease some of these risk factors. 
Limitations 
 One limitation of this study is the fact that the number of variables per block differs by 
theoretical model. While this discrepancy may account for some of the difference in the 
percentage of variance between models, it accurately represents the extent to which different 
models account for or implicate different variables. Additionally, the calculations of confidence 
intervals statistically accounted for both the number of variables and the number of participants 
included in each model. It is also important to note the dichotomous nature of the dependent 
variables – arrest versus no arrest.  This operationalization allowed for knowing whether 
someone had a criminal or violent history or not, but did not take into account the number of 
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times an individual was arrested. It is possible that predictors of arrest histories that involved 
more extensive or more chronic offending might have been different than those identified with 
the dichotomous dependent variable.  With this limitation in mind, it is noteworthy that 
significant differences were found in the extent to which variables predicted ever having been 
arrested versus no arrest history. However, future research should examine differences in the 
extent to which these theories predict other characteristics of criminal behavior.    
 For variables that consisted of multiple items in a scale, alpha levels were calculated to 
determine internal consistency.  A few of the variables, including impulsivity, locus of control, 
and social involvement, demonstrated low internal consistency. This is surprising, as the 
measures of impulsivity and locus of control have been validated in other studies and have 
demonstrated high internal consistency. It is not clear why these scales had low internal 
consistency.  For Rotter’s (1966) locus of control scale, some research has reported poorer 
internal consistency for Black individuals compared to Whites (Kinder & Redder, 1975). It is 
possible that the fact that more than a third of this sample included Black individuals may have 
contributed to the low internal consistency.  Previous factor analyses of the Barratt Impulsivity 
Scale yielded different factor structures for males and females (Ireland & Archer, 2008). As 
many of these scales were initially validated using predominantly White male samples, it is 
possible that race and sex differences played a role in lowering internal consistency for this 
sample.  This lack of internal consistency within these measures may also suggest that these are 
not singular constructs, and future research may want to examine the way in which these 
constructs (impulsivity and locus of control) are conceptualized and operationalized, particularly 
in diverse samples. Interestingly, these variables are all part of the Self-Control Theory block. 
The low internal consistency of these variables may have decreased the extent to which the Self-
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control block predicted arrest and arrest for violence.   
 The sample used in this study has some limitations worth noting. The majority of the 
individuals in this sample are from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, so these results may not 
be generalizable to individuals from higher socioeconomic status. Additionally, when 
considering the childhood maltreatment history, it is possible individuals in the control group 
also experienced child abuse or neglect that did not come to the attention of the authorities; 
however, as this study also included a measure of lifetime trauma and victimization history, 
those who experienced childhood trauma would be noted in that variable if not in the 
documented childhood maltreatment variables.  
There was no variable examining the role of peers in criminal behavior or arrest. Both 
control and social learning theories highlight anti-social peers as a risk factor for crime.  
Unfortunately, the data set used did not include this information, which is a large gap in the 
operationalization of Social Learning Theory. Paternal arrest and sibling arrest were both 
significant predictors for males and Whites. Sibling arrest history may have partially accounted 
for peer influence, but the inclusion of information about the extent to which having delinquent 
peers influences risk of arrest and self-reported criminal behaviors may have increased the 
predictive power of Social Learning Theory. Individuals with family members who engage in 
crime have increased opportunities to engage in crime themselves.  
 A final limitation is related to the temporal sequencing of the variables.  While some of 
the variables can provide clear temporal sequence (e.g. childhood maltreatment precedes arrest), 
the order of occurrence of other variables is less clear (i.e. marital status, employment). As 
employment and homelessness, in particular were found to be strong predictors of crime, it 
would be important to understand whether these factors precede or follow arrest. For example, 
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individuals who are unemployed and homeless may experience increased strain, which puts them 
at increased risk for arrest.  Alternatively, individuals with an arrest history may have more 
difficulty finding employment or housing. Indeed, research has demonstrated that it is 
particularly difficulty for previously incarcerated individuals to gain employment (Harley, 2014). 
A better understanding of the temporal sequence would be important for the implementation of  
future policies and practices, to determine whether increased services in these areas are needed 
prior to arrest or upon re-entry. Future research should examine whether some “predictors” may 
in fact be consequences of arrests.  
Conclusions 
The results of this study suggest that all of the theories significantly predict arrests for 
crime, but the strongest model integrated elements of many of the theories.  The results suggest 
that factors predicting crime vary based on demographic factors such as race and sex. Future 
theoretical work should integrate theories, where possible, but also develop specific theories for 
different demographic groups.  The four theories generally do a better job of predicting violent 
arrests for Blacks than for Whites, suggesting some of the factors implicated by the theories may 
increase risk for detection and arrest. Future work should explore self-reported criminal 
behaviors and whether different factors emerge as important in explaining these behaviors 
whether they are detected or not. Additionally factors predicting arrest vary by sex. For males, 
antisocial family members and the lack of a martial partner significantly increase risk for arrest, 
while childhood disadvantage and trauma increase risk for arrest for females. For Blacks, social 
factors such as childhood neglect, unemployment, and witnessing violence predict arrest, while 
for Whites trauma history more generally and paternal arrest increase risk.  When looking at the 
best predictors regardless of theory, employment, education, homelessness, marital status in 
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middle adulthood (time 2), race, and sex accounted for the largest percentage of the variance in 
arrest.  The majority of these factors are strains; however, how individuals get on a path to 
experiencing these strains (perhaps social learning, lack of control, or emotional reactions to 





Table 1.  












Childhood physical abuse X X X 
 
Childhood sexual abuse X X X 
 
Intimate partner violence X X 
  
Traumas and victimizations X X 
  
Childhood neglect X 
  
X 
Childhood poverty  X 




No high school graduation X 
   
Homelessness X 














Neighborhood disorder   X  
Impulsivity 
   
X 
Locus of control 
   
X 
Marital status 
   
X 
Social involvement 




Table 2.  
Descriptive Statistics Across All Variables  
   (N) % M (SD) 
Child abuse and neglect (480) 55.62  
      Sexual abuse (66) 7.65  
      Physical abuse (75) 8.69  
      Neglect (389) 45.08  
Intimate partner violence  0.82 (2.69) 
LTVH (# lifetime events)  10.89 (7.86) 
Childhood family poverty  1.92 (1.03) 
Job instability  1.30 (1.08) 
Education (high school graduate) (506) 58.63  
Homelessness (past year) (59) 6.84  
Witnessed Violence  1.37 (1.94) 
Paternal Arrest (318) 38.08  
Maternal Arrest (161) 18.09  
Sibling Arrest (553) 64.98  
Neighborhood Disorder  1.69 (0.84) 
Impulsivity  2.18 (0.36) 
Locus of Control  30.22 (3.93) 
Marital Status T1 (married) (468) 54.23  
Marital Status T2 (married) (447) 51.80  
Social Involvement T1 (past year)  3.78 (0.99) 
Social Involvement T2 (past month)  3.51 (1.09) 
Notes: Ns vary slightly based on small amount of missing information for missing variables. 
Childhood poverty is the sum of four measures of poverty (e.g. welfare receipt), with higher 
numbers indicating more poverty. Job instability is based on the sum of four measures of job 
instability (e.g. more than three jobs in five years), with higher numbers indicating greater 
instability. Neighborhood Disorder is based on the average rating on 10 questions about current 
neighborhood on a Likert scale (1-5), with higher numbers indicating greater disorder. For 
measures of impulsivity and control, higher scores indicate higher levels of impulsivity and greater 
levels of external locus of control.  High scores on social involvement measures indicate more 








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Official Arrest by Theoretical Block 
Note. LTVH = Number of traumas and victimization experiences reported; Adjusted for age. 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p 
Strain Theory 842 0.30*** 0.25 – 0.35 
Child physical abuse 1.44 0.84 – 2.49 0.19 
Child sexual abuse 1.35 0.75 – 2.43 0.32 
Intimate partner violence 1.02 0.96 – 1.08 0.53 
LTVH  1.01 0.99 – 1.03 0.46 
Childhood neglect 1.34 0.94 – 1.90 0.11 
Childhood poverty 0.96 0.81 – 1.13 0.62 
Job instability 1.46 1.25 – 1.71 <0.001 
No high school graduation 2.37 1.71 – 3.28 <0.001 
Homelessness 4.13 1.89 – 9.05 <0.001 
Race 2.53 1.80 – 3.54 <0.001 
Sex 4.36 3.15 – 6.05 <0.001 
Trauma Theory 863 0.19*** 0.14 – 0.24 
Childhood physical abuse 1.38 0.82 – 2.30 0.23 
Childhood sexual abuse 1.33 0.77 – 2.29 0.30 
Intimate partner violence 1.05 0.99 – 1.11 0.11 
LTVH 1.02 0.99 – 1.04 0.22 
Witnessed violence 1.05 0.94 – 1.17 0.40 
Race 2.19 1.61 – 2.99 <0.001 
Sex 4.10 3.03 – 5.54 <0.001 
Social Learning Theory 818 0.22*** 0.17 – 0.27 
Childhood physical abuse 1.32 0.77 – 2.28 0.31 
Childhood sexual abuse 1.38 0.79 – 2.42 0.25 
Witnessed violence 1.06 0.97 – 1.15 0.21 
Maternal arrest 0.87 0.58 – 1.30 0.50 
Paternal arrest 1.52 1.10 – 2.09 0.01 
Sibling arrest 1.33 0.96 – 1.84 0.09 
Neighborhood disorder 1.55 1.26 – 1.90 <0.001 
Race 1.88 1.35 – 2.62 <0.001 
Sex 4.16 3.03 – 5.71 <0.001 
Control Theory 838 0.26*** 0.21 – 0.31 
Childhood neglect 1.42 1.04 – 1.94 0.03 
Job instability 1.53 1.31 – 1.78 <0.001 
Impulsivity 1.09 0.70 – 1.71 0.70 
Locus of control 1.00 0.96 – 1.04 0.99 
Marital status - Time 1 1.02 0.72 – 1.43 0.93 
Marital status - Time 2 0.47 0.34 – 0.66 <0.001 
Social involvement - Time 1 0.96 0.81 – 1.13 0.58 
Social involvement – Time 2 0.97 0.84 – 1.13 0.72 
Race 1.87 1.32 – 2.66 <0.001 





Table 6.  
Official Arrest by Sex by Theoretical Block 
 Males  Females 
 N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p  N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p 
Strain Theory 407 0.23***  0.16 – 0.30   435 0.20***  0.13 – 0.27  
Child physical abuse   1.06 0.47 – 2.38 0.89    2.09 1.00 – 4.38 0.05 
Child sexual abuse   2.58 0.50 – 13.45 0.26    1.29 0.66 – 2.50 0.45 
Intimate partner violence   0.99 0.89 – 1.10 0.86    1.03 0.96 – 1.10 0.43 
LTVH   1.02 0.99 – 1.05 0.31    1.00 0.97 – 1.03 0.91 
Childhood neglect   0.98 0.57 – 1.69 0.94    1.67 1.04 – 2.69 0.04 
Childhood poverty   0.93 0.72 – 1.20 0.57    1.04 0.83 – 1.31 0.72 
Job instability   1.31 1.03 – 1.65 0.03    1.61 1.29 – 2.00 <0.001 
No high school graduation   4.35 2.59 – 7.31 <0.001    1.51 0.96 – 2.36 0.07 
Homelessness   3.80 0.85 – 16.97 0.08    4.36 1.73 – 11.04 <0.01 
Race   2.75 1.60 – 4.71 <0.001    2.44 1.56 – 3.81 <0.001 
Trauma Theory 417 0.07**  0.02 – 0.12   446 0.08**  0.03 – 0.13  
Childhood physical abuse   0.98 0.47 – 2.01 0.95    1.91 0.95 – 3.85 0.07 
Childhood sexual abuse   2.48 0.52 – 11.93 0.26    1.10 0.60 – 2.02 0.77 
Intimate partner violence   1.02 0.92 – 1.12 0.76    1.06 0.99 – 1.14 0.08 
LTVH   1.01 0.97 – 1.05 0.68    1.03 0.99 – 1.06 0.16 
Witnessed violence   1.02 0.88 – 1.20 0.77    1.07 0.92 – 1.24 0.39 
Race   2.50 1.51 – 4.13 <0.001    2.12 1.41 – 3.19 <0.001 
Social Learning Theory 388 0.16***  0.09 – 0.23   430 0.10***  0.05 – 0.15  
Childhood physical abuse   0.76 0.34 – 1.68 0.49    2.05 0.99 – 4.23 0.05 
Childhood sexual abuse   2.24 0.42 – 11.83 0.34    1.23 0.67 – 2.27 0.50 
Witnessed violence   1.00 0.89 – 1.11 0.94    1.12 0.99 – 1.27 0.07 
Maternal arrest   0.97 0.50 – 1.85 0.92    0.81 0.47 – 1.39 0.45 
Paternal arrest   1.70 1.04 – 2.78 0.04    1.44 0.93 – 2.22 0.10 
Sibling arrest   2.01 1.23 – 3.27 0.01    0.92 0.59 – 1.44 0.73 
Neighborhood disorder   1.94 1.30 – 2.90 <0.01    1.38 1.08 – 1.77 0.01 
Race   2.00 1.17 – 3.42 0.01    1.94 1.27 – 2.97 <0.01 
Control Theory 404 0.13***  0.07 – 0.19   434 0.19***  0.13 – 0.24  
Childhood neglect   1.08 0.68 – 1.71 0.76    1.82 1.18 – 2.81 <0.01 
Job instability   1.44 1.15 – 1.79 <0.01    1.65 1.33 – 2.05 <0.001 
Impulsivity   0.97 0.48 – 1.93 0.92    1.21 0.66 – 2.20 0.54 
Locus of control   0.99 0.93 – 1.05 0.66    1.01 0.96 – 1.07 0.72 
Marital status - Time 1   1.32 0.78 – 2.23 0.30    0.89 0.55 – 1.44 0.63 
Marital status - Time 2   0.47 0.28 – 0.79 <0.01    0.45 0.29 – 0.72 <0.01 
Social involvement - Time 1   1.05 0.82 – 1.34 0.72    0.92 0.73 – 1.15 0.45 
Social involvement – Time 2   0.97 0.78 – 1.20 0.77    0.97 0.79 – 1.18 0.74 
Race   2.07 1.21 – 3.54 <0.01    1.80 1.11 – 2.91 0.02 








Official Arrest by Race by Theoretical Block. 
 Blacks  Whites 
 N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p  N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p 
Strain Theory 305 0.31***  0.21 – 0.41   537 0.27***  0.20 – 0.33  
Child physical abuse   1.01 0.27 – 3.73 0.99    1.59 0.87 – 2.90 0.13 
Child sexual abuse   1.04 0.39 – 2.80 0.94    1.66 0.79 – 3.48 0.18 
Intimate partner violence   1.02 0.91 – 1.13 0.78    1.02 0.95 – 1.09 0.61 
LTVH   1.02 0.98 – 1.06 0.46    1.00 0.98 – 1.03 0.75 
Childhood neglect   1.91 1.06 – 3.46 0.03    1.10 0.70 – 1.72 0.67 
Childhood poverty   0.93 0.72 – 1.21 0.60    1.00 0.80 – 1.25 0.99 
Job instability   1.57 1.17 – 2.11 <0.01    1.44 1.19 – 1.74 <0.001 
No high school graduation   2.34 1.28 – 4.25 <0.01    2.41 1.62 – 3.58 <0.001 
Homelessness   4.50 1.19 – 16.94 0.03    4.14 1.54 – 11.15 <0.01 
Sex   4.55 2.56 – 8.08 <0.001    4.33 2.90 – 6.47 <0.001 
Trauma Theory 316 0.20**  0.12 – 0.28   547 0.16***  0.10 – 0.22  
Childhood physical abuse   1.30 0.39 – 4.32 0.67    1.44 0.81 – 2.55 0.21 
Childhood sexual abuse   0.99 0.40 – 2.44 0.98    1.62 0.82 – 3.20 0.16 
Intimate partner violence   1.05 0.95 – 1.16 0.35    1.04 0.97 – 1.12 0.23 
LTVH   1.00 0.95 – 1.05 0.91    1.02 0.99 – 1.06 0.14 
Witnessed violence   1.26 1.01 – 1.57 0.04    0.98 0.86 – 1.11 0.73 
Sex   4.39 2.57 – 7.50 <0.001    3.93 2.72 – 5.68 <0.001 
Social Learning Theory 295 0.23***  0.15 – 0.31   523 0.20***  0.14 – 0.26  
Childhood physical abuse   1.61 0.42 – 6.15 0.49    1.33 0.73 – 2.42 0.36 
Childhood sexual abuse   1.13 0.44 – 2.86 0.81    1.58 0.78 – 3.19 0.20 
Witnessed violence   1.22 1.02 – 1.47 0.03    1.00 0.91 – 1.10 1.00 
Maternal arrest   0.87 0.41 – 1.86 0.72    0.86 0.53 – 1.39 0.54 
Paternal arrest   1.37 0.78 – 2.42 0.28    1.57 1.07 – 2.33 0.02 
Sibling arrest   1.33 0.75 – 2.34 0.33    1.32 0.88 – 1.97 0.18 
Neighborhood disorder   1.48 1.09 – 2.00 0.01    1.63 1.23 – 2.16 <0.01 
Sex   4.18 2.38 – 7.34 <0.001    4.11 2.79 – 6.04 <0.001 
Control Theory 302 0.27***  0.19 – 0.35   536 0.24***  0.18 – 0.30  
Childhood neglect   1.91 1.10 – 3.31   0.02    1.22 0.83 – 1.80 0.32 
Job instability   1.71 1.28 – 2.28 <0.001    1.48 1.23 – 1.78 <0.001 
Impulsivity   1.27 0.59 – 2.77 0.56    1.03 0.59 – 1.79 0.92 
Locus of control   1.01 0.94 – 1.08 0.85    1.00 0.95 – 1.05 0.93 
Marital status - Time 1   0.77 0.43 – 1.38 0.38    1.23 0.80 – 1.91 0.35 
Marital status - Time 2   0.61 0.34 – 1.09 0.09    0.41 0.27 – 0.62 <0.001 
Social involvement - Time 1   0.93 0.70 – 1.23    0.59    0.98 0.80 – 1.21 0.88 
Social involvement – Time 2   1.06 0.83 – 1.35    0.65    0.92 0.77 – 1.11 0.39 
Sex   5.07 2.87 – 8.96   <0.001    4.27 2.89 – 6.30 <0.001 







Violent Arrest by Theoretical Block. 
 N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p 
Strain Theory 842 0.39***  0.34 – 0.44  
Child physical abuse   2.13 1.12 – 4.09 0.02 
Child sexual abuse   1.26 0.57 – 2.80 0.57 
Intimate partner violence   0.98 0.91 – 1.06 0.60 
LTVH   1.04 1.02 – 1.07 <0.01 
Childhood neglect   0.89 0.58 – 1.37 0.59 
Childhood poverty   1.11 0.91 – 1.36 0.31 
Job instability   1.34 1.11 – 1.61 <0.01 
No high school graduation   4.86 3.21 – 7.35 <0.001 
Homelessness   1.08 0.53 – 2.20 0.83 
Race   6.13 4.00 – 9.42 <0.001 
Sex   7.18 4.59 – 11.25 <0.001 
Trauma Theory 863 0.28***  0.23 – 0.33  
Childhood physical abuse   2.05 1.14 – 3.66 0.02 
Childhood sexual abuse   1.30 0.63 – 2.66 0.48 
Intimate partner violence   1.02 0.95 – 1.09 0.58 
LTVH   1.03 1.00 – 1.06 0.06 
Witnessed violence   1.08 0.95 – 1.22 0.23 
Race   4.47 3.07 – 6.50 <0.001 
Sex   6.30 4.21 – 9.44 <0.001 
Social Learning Theory 818 0.31***  0.26 – 0.36  
Childhood physical abuse   1.97 1.04 – 3.73 0.04 
Childhood sexual abuse   1.42 0.66 – 3.06 0.36 
Witnessed violence   1.13 1.03 – 1.23 0.01 
Maternal arrest   1.01 0.62 – 1.63 0.97 
Paternal arrest   1.42 0.96 – 2.09 0.08 
Sibling arrest   2.00 1.29 – 3.10 <0.01 
Neighborhood disorder   1.55 1.25 – 1.93 <0.001 
Race   3.76 2.52 – 5.60 <0.001 
Sex   6.39 4.16 – 9.81 <0.001 
Control Theory 838 0.29***  0.24 – 0.34  
Childhood neglect   1.21 0.83 – 1.75 0.32 
Job instability   1.48 1.25 – 1.76 <0.001 
Impulsivity   0.97 0.56 – 1.66 0.90 
Locus of control   1.02 0.97 – 1.07 0.53 
Marital status - Time 1   1.05 0.70 – 1.58 0.82 
Marital status - Time 2   0.54 0.36 – 0.81 <0.01 
Social involvement - Time 1   1.08 0.90 – 1.31 0.44 
Social involvement – Time 2   0.89 0.75 – 1.06 0.19 
Race   3.56 2.38 – 5.30 <0.001 
Sex   5.92 3.95 – 8.86 <0.001 
Note. LTVH = Number of traumas and victimization experiences reported; Adjusted for age.  




Violent Arrest by Sex by Theoretical Block 
 Males  Females 
 N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p  N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p 
Strain Theory 407 0.32***  0.25 – 0.39   435 0.28***  0.21 – 0.35  
Child physical abuse   1.59 0.69 – 3.65 0.28    3.36 1.19 – 9.47 0.02 
Child sexual abuse   1.74 0.37 – 8.17 0.49    1.18 0.43 – 3.24 0.75 
Intimate partner violence   0.99 0.90 – 1.09 0.79    0.96 0.85 – 1.08 0.49 
LTVH   1.04 1.01 – 1.07 0.01    1.04 0.99 – 1.09 0.09 
Childhood neglect   0.79 0.46 – 1.34 0.38    1.05 0.48 – 2.30 0.90 
Childhood poverty   1.25 0.97 – 1.60 0.08    0.91 0.63 – 1.31 0.60 
Job instability   1.15 0.92 – 1.43 0.23    1.94 1.38 – 2.74 <0.001 
No high school graduation   5.23 3.12 – 8.79 <0.001    5.39 2.53 – 11.50 <0.001 
Homelessness   0.86 0.35 – 2.13 0.75    1.65 0.57 – 4.76 0.35 
Race   6.54 3.90 – 11.01 <0.001    6.35 2.87 – 14.05 <0.001 
Trauma Theory 417 0.17***  0.11 – 0.23   446 0.15***  0.09 – 0.21  
Childhood physical abuse   1.71 0.83 – 3.53 0.15    2.52 0.96 – 6.59 0.06 
Childhood sexual abuse   1.38 0.37 – 5.10 0.63    1.19 0.48 – 2.95 0.71 
Intimate partner violence   1.03 0.95 – 1.13 0.49    1.01 0.91 – 1.13 0.87 
LTVH   1.03 0.99 – 1.07 0.14    1.03 0.98 – 1.08 0.23 
Witnessed violence   1.02 0.88 – 1.18 0.82    1.24 1.01 – 1.52 0.04 
Race   4.77 3.04 – 7.48 <0.001    4.20 2.10 – 8.37 <0.001 
Social Learning Theory 388 0.24***  0.17 – 0.31   430 0.18***  0.12 - 0.24  
Childhood physical abuse   1.34 0.59 – 3.03 0.49    3.22 1.20 – 8.62 0.02 
Childhood sexual abuse   1.34 0.30 – 5.97 0.70    1.26 0.50 – 3.17 0.62 
Witnessed violence   1.08 0.97 – 1.20 0.15    1.27 1.07 – 1.51 <0.01 
Maternal arrest   0.98 0.53 – 1.81 0.95    1.09 0.49 – 2.41 0.84 
Paternal arrest   1.31 0.81 – 2.12 0.27    1.67 0.85 – 3.28 0.14 
Sibling arrest   2.71 1.59 – 4.63 <0.001    0.99 0.47 – 2.12 0.98 
Neighborhood disorder   1.59 1.18 – 2.14 <0.01    1.51 1.09 – 2.09 0.01 
Race   4.03 2.48 – 6.58 <0.001    3.85 1.88 – 7.89 <0.001 
Control Theory 404 0.21***  0.14 – 0.28   434 0.16***  0.10 – 0.22  
Childhood neglect   1.16 0.74 – 1.84 0.51    1.26 0.64 – 2.45 0.51 
Job instability   1.35 1.09 – 1.66 <0.01    1.87 1.39 – 2.53 <0.001 
Impulsivity   0.86 0.44 – 1.68 0.66    1.25 0.49 – 3.20 0.65 
Locus of control   1.02 0.96 – 1.09 0.49    0.99 0.91 – 1.08 0.76 
Marital status - Time 1   1.11 0.67 – 1.83 0.70    0.99 0.47 – 2.08 0.98 
Marital status - Time 2   0.50 0.31 – 0.82 <0.01    0.67 0.33 – 1.39 0.28 
Social involvement - Time 1   1.20 0.94 – 1.52 0.14    0.87 0.61 – 1.23 0.42 
Social involvement – Time 2   0.83 0.67 – 1.02 0.08    1.07 0.79 – 1.46 0.66 
Race   3.76 2.33 – 6.05 <0.001    3.42 1.61 – 7.30 <0.001 








Violent Arrest by Race by Theoretical Block. 
 Blacks  Whites 
 N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p  N 
Nagelkerke 
R2 AOR 95% CI p 
Strain Theory 305 0.47***  0.39 – 0.55   537 0.29***  0.23 – 0.35  
Child physical abuse   2.19 0.54 – 8.88 0.27    2.32 1.09 – 4.94 0.03 
Child sexual abuse   0.86 0.25 – 2.90 0.81    1.96 0.67 – 5.71 0.22 
Intimate partner violence   1.01 0.90 – 1.12 0.92    0.97 0.87 – 1.07 0.50 
LTVH   1.06 1.02 – 1.11 <0.01    1.03 1.00 – 1.07 0.05 
Childhood neglect   1.55 0.81 – 2.98 0.18    0.65 0.36 – 1.19 0.16 
Childhood poverty   1.25 0.93 – 1.68 0.15    1.03 0.77 – 1.39 0.84 
Job instability   1.61 1.19 – 2.19 <0.01    1.23 0.97 – 1.56 0.09 
No high school graduation   4.15 2.21 – 7.79 <0.001    5.80 3.26 – 10.33 <0.001 
Homelessness   0.84 0.29 – 2.45 0.75    1.18 0.44 – 3.19 0.74 
Sex   8.86 4.64 – 16.91 <0.001    6.47 3.38 – 12.37 <0.001 
Trauma Theory 316 0.32***  0.24 – 0.40   547 0.16***  0.10 – 0.22  
Childhood physical abuse   2.85 0.85 – 9.34 0.10    1.95 1.00 – 3.81 0.05 
Childhood sexual abuse   0.86 0.41 – 4.05 0.80    1.80 0.71 – 4.54 0.22 
Intimate partner violence   1.04 0.98 – 1.18 0.45    1.00 0.91 – 1.10 1.00 
LTVH   1.02 0.97 – 1.07 0.33    1.04 1.00 – 1.08 0.09 
Witnessed violence   1.25 1.01 – 1.55 0.04    0.99 0.85 – 1.17 0.94 
Sex   6.76 3.24 – 10.66 <0.001    5.66 3.14 – 10.21 <0.001 
Social Learning Theory 295 0.36***  0.28 – 0.44   523 0.20***  0.14 – 0.26  
Childhood physical abuse   3.00 0.74 – 12.22 0.13    1.93 0.93 – 4.02 0.08 
Childhood sexual abuse   0.99 0.30 – 3.23 0.99    1.92 0.70 – 5.25 0.21 
Witnessed violence   1.32 1.10 – 1.58 <0.01    1.04 0.92 – 1.17 0.51 
Maternal arrest   1.09 0.51 – 2.34 0.83    1.02 0.54 – 1.92 0.95 
Paternal arrest   1.03 0.57 – 1.87 0.92    1.83 1.09 – 3.08 0.02 
Sibling arrest   2.27 1.17 – 4.37 0.02    1.73 0.95 – 3.14 0.07 
Neighborhood disorder   1.49 1.11 – 2.01 <0.01    1.65 1.19 – 2.28 <0.01 
Sex   6.80 3.74 – 12.35 <0.001    5.98 3.20 – 11.18 <0.001 
Control Theory 302 0.37***  0.29 – 0.45   536 0.17***  0.11 – 0.23  
Childhood neglect   2.19 1.22 – 3.92 <0.01    0.80 0.48 – 1.34 0.40 
Job instability   1.82 1.37 – 2.41 <0.001    1.36 1.09 – 1.71 <0.01 
Impulsivity   1.10 0.47 – 2.57 0.83    0.94 0.45 – 1.93 0.86 
Locus of control   1.04 0.96 – 1.12 0.35    1.01 0.94 – 1.08 0.87 
Marital status - Time 1   1.04 0.55 – 1.96 0.92    1.16 0.67 – 2.04 0.59 
Marital status - Time 2   0.53 0.27 – 1.03 0.06    0.54 0.32 – 0.92 0.02 
Social involvement -  Time 1   0.85 0.62 – 1.15 0.29    1.28 0.98 – 1.67 0.07 
Social involvement – Time 2   0.90 0.70 – 1.16 0.41    0.89 0.70 – 1.14 0.35 
Sex   8.08 4.47 – 14.60 <0.001    4.77 2.68 – 8.51 0.001 







Best Predictors of Official Arrest 
 N AOR 95% CI p 
 813    
Job instability  1.43 1.22 – 1.67 <0.001 
No high school graduation  2.17 1.54 - 3.03 <0.001 
Homelessness  4.00 1.79 – 8.96  <0.01 
Paternal arrest  1.44 1.03 – 2.01 0.04 
Neighborhood disorder  1.29 1.04 – 1.59 0.02 
Childhood neglect  1.21 0.87 – 1.68 0.27 
Marital status - Time 2  0.48 0.35 – 0.68 <0.001 
Race  1.89 1.32 – 2.72 <0.01 
Sex  4.34 3.11 – 6.04 <0.001 
Nagelkerke R2 0.33***  0.28 – 0.38  
Note. LTVH = Number of traumas and victimization experiences reported; Adjusted for age.  








Best Predictors of Violent Arrest 
 N AOR 95% CI p 
 835    
Physical abuse  2.15 1.11 – 4.18 0.02 
LTVH (# traumas)  1.02 0.98 – 1.05 0.29 
Job instability  1.30 1.09 – 1.56 <0.01 
No high school graduation  4.04 2.68 – 6.11 <0.001 
Witnessed violence  1.07 0.94 – 1.23 0.31 
Sibling arrest  1.60 1.02 – 2.49 0.04 
Neighborhood disorder  1.37 1.09 – 1.73 <0.01 
Marital status - Time 2  0.57 0.38 – 0.86 <0.01 
Race  4.60 2.91 – 7.26 <0.001 
Sex  6.72 4.35 – 10.39 <0.001 
Nagelkerke R2 0.41***  0.37 – 0.45  
Note. LTVH = Number of traumas and victimization experiences reported; Adjusted for age.  
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